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Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to the Jews 
and Foolishness to the Greeks 
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IV 


The moderns have many more objections against Verbal In- 
spiration. To three of these they attach special importance. They 
denounce Verbal Inspiration as “a mechanical theory of inspira- 
tion”; they abhor it as “resulting in an atomistic conception of the 
Scriptures”; they abominate it as establishing “the legalistic 
authority of the letter.’— The old evil Foe means deadly woe. 
The appeasers have up till now been telling us that nothing is lost 
if the Church gives up half of the Bible, seeing that they are willing 
to let her retain the important half, the Gospel message; if only 
the saving truths be inspired, all is well. And now they are in- 
sisting that not even this portion of Scripture is inspired, verbally 
inspired. They would have us believe that the words in which 
the saving truth is clothed are purely human — human words which 
are not absolutely reliable, human words which do not carry 
divine authority. 

Verbal Inspiration is a detestable thing in the eyes of the 
moderns. They express their detestation of it in the horrified 
exclamation: “Mechanical Inspiration!” and stigmatize us as “me- 
chanical inspirationists.” Some of them call it a heathen con- 
ception. G.P. Mains: “Many have believed in its verbal inspira- 
tion as literal as though God dictated every word, using the human 
writer only as an automaton. This view, however, is distinctively 
neither Hebrew nor Christian. From immemorial times it has been 
shared by the heathen seers concerning the utterances of their 
oracles.” (Divine Inspiration, p.71.) R.Seeberg: “We must also 
be careful not to regard the situation as if the theory of verbal in- 
spiration were ‘really’ Christian. ... That kind of inspiration in 
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which the prophet in ecstatic fervor forgets himself and the world 
and becomes only the pen or tongue of a deity, was far from 
unknown in the ancient world, and was then introduced into 
Jewish and Christian thought by the theories of Plato and Philo,” 
(Revelation and Inspiration, p.31f.) Dr.H.C. Alleman supports 
Seeberg’s protest against the heathen doctrine of Verbal Inspira- 
tion: “The doctrine of verbal inspiration . . . is foreign to the 
genius of our Confessions. It is, in fact, a carry-over from the old 
heathen conception of inspiration: a man who was possessed by 
a god lost self-control and became but a mouthpiece of the deity.” 
(The Luth. Church Quart., Oct., 1940, p.352.) M.Dods, whom 
Alleman calls in as a corroborating witness, describes “the mechan- 
ical or dictation theory as the theory of complete possession, in 
which the divine factor is at its maximum, the human at its min- 
imum. What is human is suppressed; the indwelling God uses 
the human organs irrespective of the human will. The man is the 
mere mouthpiece of the God. This view has always been popular 
outside of Christianity.” (The Bible: Its Origin and Nature, p. 107.) 
S. P. Cadman voices his protest in these words: “It is conceivable 
that God possessed the power to reduce the authors of this sacred 
literature to the level of mere automata acting under hypnosis. . .. 
God inspired selected personalities to transmit His will to their 
fellows, but in so doing He did not obliterate their individuality 
nor thereby make them speak like puppets in a Punch-and-Judy 
show.” (Answers to Everyday Questions, p. 253.) Dr. J. A. Sing- 
master puts it this way: “Various theories of inspiration have been 
advocated. The most popular and fallacious of these is the dictation 
theory, which holds that the writer is merely an instrument which 
the Spirit used as a player does the organ or that he is merely the 
stenographer of God. . .. The apostles were not unconscious 
media for the Spirit.” (Handbook of Chr. Theol., p.67.) The 
moderns are up in arms against the idea of putting the prophets 
and the apostles on a level with the pythoness of Delphi. 

As a tule, the moderns use more moderate language. They 
will not use the terms “heathen doctrine,” “mantic divination,” 
“hypnosis,” but use the milder term “mechanical” to express the 
same idea: the holy writers must not be made automata.25®) Dr. R. 
V. Foster inveighs against “the mechanical theory,” “which holds 
that the sacred writers were as mere machines, or amanuenses; 





253) Cremer: “The dogmaticians taught a doctrine of inspiration 
which was an absolute novum. True, it lacked only the concept of ecstasy 
to be a renewal of the mantic doctrine of inspiration as taught by Philo 
and the old apologetes, which had been universally rejected by the 
Church in its opposition to Montanism. But the very absence of this 
concept only made the situation worse, for it reduced the mantic in- 
spiration to a mechanical one.” (Pieper, Chr. Dog. I, p. 279.) 
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mere passive recipients and recorders of what was dictated by the 
Holy Spirit.” Dr. T.O. Summers takes Musaeus, Baier, and Quen- 
stedt to task for teaching “that the Holy Spirit acted on men in a 
passive state; that those who were under the power of the inspiring 
Spirit were acted upon as mere machines, mechanically answering 
the force which moved them.” Dr.M.S. Terry takes “the leading 
churches of the Reformation, which accepted the Calvinistic creed” 
to task for teaching that “the normal powers of the holy writers 
were suspended or neutralized in the process of their writing”; 
that they were “impassive machines, controlled by another per- 
son.” 254) Dr. A.H. Strong: “The dictation theory holds that in- 
spiration consisted in such a possession of the minds and bodies 
of the Scripture writers by the Holy Spirit that they became 
passive instruments or amanuenses — pens, not penmen, of God... . 
Representatives of this view are Quenstedt, Hooker, Gaussen... . 
We cannot suppose that this highest work of man under the influ- 
ence of the Spirit was purely mechanical.” (Systematic Theology, 
p.102.) Dr.G.Drach: “One theory of divine inspiration is that 
of mechanical verbal dictation. According to this theory the human 
writers under the influence of the Holy Spirit were in a passive 
state of receptivity, similar to that of a stenographer who takes 
dictation. ... Zwingli’s spirit led his followers to incline toward 
the dictation of words as well as to the inspiration of the contents 
of the Sacred Scriptures, and this theory found its way into some 
of the Reformed confessions, and also influenced some of the Lu- 
theran theologians of the seventeenth century.” (The Luth. Church 
Quart., 1936, p.244f.) Dr.A.J.Traver: “There can be nothing 
mechanical about it. God did not dictate to the writers of the 
Bible as to a stenographer.” (The Lutheran, Jan. 23, 1936.) Dr. J. 
A.W.Haas: “In the problem of inspiration the facts of course 
refute any mechanical theory of verbal inspiration in minute 
detail.” (The Lutheran, Jan. 23, 1936.) 

The moderns denounce Verbal Inspiration as a dangerous and 
horrible thing. Dr.A.T.Kantonen, in the article “The Canned 
Goods of Past Theology,” published in The Lutheran, Dec. 12 ff.; 


254) See Theological Quarterly, 1913, p. 2 ff.; 1914, p.79. The article 
containing these references is entitled: “ ‘Mechanical Inspiration’ the 
Stumbling-Block of Modern Theology.” Our selection of a similar title 
for the present writing is a pure co-incidence. — Are the terms “mechan- 
ical inspiration” and “verbal inspiration” synonymous? Not with us. 
But the moderns use them so. See footnote 1. When the moderns de- 
nounce “mechanical” inspiration, they mean verbal, plenary inspiration. 
Ladd: “Theories of verbal or mechanical operation.” Sanday: “Mechan- 
ical and verbal inspiration of the Bible.” Evangelischer Oberkirchenrat 
in Stuttgart: “Die evangelische Kirche betrachtet die Bibel als Wort 
Gottes; nicht im Sinne einer mechanischen Verbalinspiration, sondern 
als das in Menschenwort gekleidete Zeugnis Gottes von seinem Wesen 
und Walten.” (See Conc. THeot. Mruty., VII, p. 719.) 
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1935: “Lutheran exegesis will be seriously handicapped unless it 
abandons once and for all the unpsychological and mechanical 
theories of inspiration and unhistorical views of verbal inerrancy 
which the application of scientific and historical methods to the 
study of the Bible has rendered obsolete.” Dr. E. E. Flack: “Is not 
the inspiration of Scripture too high and holy a reality to be defined 
in terms of stenography? Does one exalt the Word of God by 
dehumanizing it?” (The Luth. Church Quart., 1935, p. 417.) 

The moderns are demanding that this foolish, wicked theory 
be abandoned once and for all. A.Deissmann is glad to note that 
“this dogma of verbal inspiration of every letter of the New Testa- 
ment, which rightly can be called mechanical inspiration, is now 
abandoned in all scientific theology.” (The New Testament in the 
Light of Modern Research, p. 234.) And they want the Lutheran 
Church, together with the entire Christian Church, to abandon it 
because it is not Biblical. H.E.Jacobs wrote in the introduction 
to Biblical Criticism, by J.A.W.Haas: “If the verbal theory of 
inspiration means that every word and letter is inspired, so that the 
writer was purely passive and performed a merely mechanical 
office, as ‘the pen of the Holy Ghost,’ this, we hold, is an assumption 
for which we have no warrant.” (See F.Bente, Was steht der 
Vereinigung im Wege? p.50.) W.Sanday: “The mechanical and 
verbal inspiration of the Bible may be questioned, but its real and 
vital inspiration will shine out as it has never done.” (The Oracles 
of God, p.46.) Christ did not teach it, says G.T.Ladd: “The 
germinal doctrine of Sacred Scripture given us in these words 
[of Christ] is as far as possible from the rabbinical view of His 
own day. Nor does it afford a root for a growth into any theories 
of verbal or mechanical inspiration or of the infallibility of the 
Old Testament... .” (The Doctrine of Sacred Scripture, I, p. 38.) 
And the Lutheran Church should not teach it any longer, says 
E. E. Fisher: “It is more consistent with Lutheranism to believe 
that the writers of the Holy Scriptures were truly human in the 
way in which they accomplished their tasks than to believe that 
they were automatons who served as ‘secretaries’ to take down 
the dictation of the Holy Spirit. For one thing, what we know 
of the way in which the writings have come to assume their 
present form precludes any conception of dictation. But more 
important is Lutheranism’s conviction that the human personality 
may be made the vehicle of the divine without the loss or destruc- 
tion of human freedom.” (The Luth. Church Quart., 1937, p. 196.) 
If the Lutherans want to get together, they must get rid of Verbal 
Inspiration, says Folkebladet, Nov. 23, 1938: “Students of Scripture 
are more and more getting away from the theory of verbal in- 
spiration, a theory which has brought more confusion among 
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Christians than perhaps anything else. It is an impossibility to 
imagine that the prophets and apostles could have intended that 
their words should be considered as a dictation by the Holy Spirit 
and that they as almost unconscious automatons were the Holy 
Spirit’s pencils. When a subjective theory is elevated to the status 
of an objective primary truth, then hubbub [virvar] surely will 
ensue in the Church. And that has most certainly been the 
case.” — This, then, is the grievance of the moderns against Verbal 
Inspiration: it degrades the writers to the level of machines! 25>) 
They resent the idea that the apostles had to submit to be made 
into dead writing machines. They ask the “mechanical inspira- 
tionists’: How dare you make the prophets undergo the horrible 
experience of Verbal Inspiration? Summoned by the cry of Cad- 
man: Let us not reduce the authors of our sacred literature to 
the level of mere automata acting under hypnosis! they are de- 
termined to drive the foul spook out of the Church.*5® 


255) Fundamentals, III, p.13: “The inspiration includes not only all 
the books of the Bible in general but in detail, the form as well as the 
substance, the word as well as the thought. This is sometimes called the 
verbal theory of inspiration and is vehemently spoken against in some 
quarters. It is too mechanical, it degrades the writers to the level of 
machines, it has a tendency to make skeptics, and all that.” 


256) Queerly enough, the charge that the later dogmaticians, such 
as Quenstedt, and those who accept their phraseology are “mechanical 
inspirationists” is made by some who themselves believe that every word 
of Scripture is divinely inspired and absolutely true. For the sake of 
a complete record we submit the following references. W. Lee declares 
that “it seems impossible to reconcile this phase of the purely organic, 
or as it has of late years been termed, mechanical, theory of Inspiration 
with the highest aim of religion” and quotes these words of Quenstedt 
(Theol. Didactico-Polemica, cap.IV, sect. II) as proving him a “mechan- 
ical inspirationist”: “All and each of the things which are contained in 
the Sacred Scriptures . .. were not only committed to letters by divine, 
infallible assistance and direction but are to be regarded as received by 
the special suggestion, inspiration, and dictation of the Holy Spirit. For 
all things which were to be written were suggested by the Holy Spirit 
to the sacred writers in the very act of writing and were dictated to 
their intellect as if unto a pen (quasi in calamum), so that they might be 
written in these and no other circumstances, in this and no other mode 
or order.” Lee adds: “For the present, I shall merely observe that, 
while I can by no means accept this system as correct or as consistent 
with the facts to be explained, it will be my object in the present dis- 
courses to establish in the broadest extent all that its supporters desire 
to maintain; namely, the infallible certainty, the indisputable authority, 
the perfect and entire truthfulness, of all parts and every part of Holy 
Scripture.” (The Inspiration of Holy Scripture, pp. 33, 37.) B. Manly 
quotes this same statement of Quenstedt as proving that Quenstedt held 
“the theory of mechanical inspiration, or, as it has been termed, the dic- 
tation theory.” Manly himself says: “Who said these words [Gal.3:8]? 
God, personally. The manner of the quotation can only be explained on 
the principle that the Scripture is so identified, in all that it says, with 
God Himself, that what Scripture says, God says; and so a personal 
utterance of God and a saying of Scripture are simply equivalent.” (The 
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What is all this about? In the first place, the moderns are 
fighting against a straw man. And as they unfold this particular 
grievance of theirs against Verbal Inspiration, we notice, in the 
second place, that they are waging war against Scripture. 

The lusty strokes which the moderns deliver against “verbal, 
mechanical inspiration” hit a straw man. The advocates of Verbal 
Inspiration have not taught and do not teach that the holy writers, 
uttering the words of the Holy Spirit, were thereby deprived of 
their intelligence and consciousness. The moderns cannot produce 
a single statement by the dogmaticians of the early Church or 
of the seventeenth century to the effect that the Holy Ghost could 
not speak through the prophets without turning them into dead 
machines or putting them into a state of coma or forcing them to 
act as vacuous stenographers. All that we can find in these state- 
ments about Verbal Inspiration is to the effect that the holy writers 
wrote what was given them to write consciously and rationally, 
that they fully used the powers of their mind and their special gifts, 
that their hearts were filled with horror of the sins which their 
words denounced and with joy and wonderment at the grace of 
God which their pens described. Quenstedt is held up by the 
moderns as the exemplum horribile of the mechanical-inspiration 
aberration. Have they read Quenstedt through? Have they read 
pages 82 ff. of the offensive chapter in his Theol. Didac.-Pol.? 
There he repudiates the idea “as though the holy writers had 
written without, and contrary to, their will, without consciousness 
and unwillingly.” No; “they wrote uncoerced, willingly, and 
knowingly; sponte enim, volentes scientesque scripserunt. ... 
The holy writers were said to be gegdpevor, acti, moti, agitati a 
Spiritu Sancto, by no means as though they were out of their 
mind . .. or as though they did not understand what they were to 





Bible Doctrine of Inspiration, pp. 44f.,130.) Quenstedt could not have 
used stronger language. One more example. We read in The Luth. 
Church Quart., 1940, p.353: “It is only fair to Dr. M. Reu to say . . . that 
he disclaims the doctrine of mechanical verbal inspiration. In his bro- 
chure In the Interest of Lutheran Unity, in the chapter ‘What is Scrip- 
ture?’ he says: ‘The mode (of inspiration) was a mystery and will re- 
main a mystery for this life. It is always a mystery how the Spirit of 
God works on human personality.’ (P.65.) ‘There is a theory of Verbal 
Inspiration which degrades the authors of the Biblical books to dead 
writing machines.’ (P.68.) But with that limitation he proceeds to claim 
that the Scriptures themselves demand verbal inspiration.” The entire 
passage reads: “... dead writing machines, who without inner participa- 
tion wrote down word for word what was dictated to them by the Spirit. 
We meet this doctrine in the Lutheran Church occasionally already 
during the sixteenth century, more frequently in the seventeenth cen- 
tury, although it can hardly be called the earmark of the presentation of 
all orthodox dogmaticians; later it is limited to popular writers, and 
today it is found only in some fundamentalist camps.” 
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write.” 2577 Were the old Church Fathers “mechanical inspira- 
tionists’? “Epiphanius urges against Montanus ‘that whatsoever 
the prophets have said, they spake with understanding’; he refers 
to their ‘settled mind,’ their ‘self-possession,’ and their ‘not being 
carried away as if in ecstasy.’ So also Cyril of Jerusalem, alluding 
to this question, says of the true Spirit: ‘His coming is gentle; 
most light is His burden; beams of light and knowledge gleam 
forth before His coming.’” (W. Lee, op.cit., p.85.) And which 
one of the present-day verbal-inspirationists makes of the prophets 
and apostles vacuous stenographers or even senseless machines? 
Not A. L. Graebner: “The Bible was written by divine inspiration, 
inasmuch as the inspired penmen performed their work as the 
personal organs of God,” etc. (Outlines of Doctrinal Theology, p. 4.) 
Not F. Pieper: “The inspired authors were not dead or mechanical, 
but living instruments, endowed with intelligence and will, and 
employing a definite style, and using a peculiar mode of expres- 
sion (modus dicendi).” (What Is Christianity? p. 242.) “God did 
not first kill or dehumanize Isaiah, David, and all the holy prophets 
in order either to speak or write His Word through (614) them; 
but He carefully kept them alive and preserved them in their 
genuine human way of expressing themselves, in order that they 
might speak and write so as to be understood by men.” (Chr. Dog., 
I, p.277.) Not R.C.H.Lenski: “‘God-inspired’ means ‘breathed 


by God,’ the very word ‘breathed’ referring to His Pneuma. 


‘ 


Is that mechanical? Peter says: ‘. . . borne along by the Holy 
Pneuma, like a vessel on its true course by the gentle wind. This 
is neither a theory nor something dead and mechanical. God made 
the mind and heart of man, and His Spirit knows how to guide 
them. He does not move them about like blocks, but fills them 
with light, guides them with light, guides them in word and 
thought.” (On 2 Tim. 3:16.) Not H.MIntosh: Mechanical in- 
spiration “was never taught in its usual sense by any intelligent 
upholder of the Bible claim. But while we disown this, we hold 
that the words of Scripture are not merely the words of man, but 
also the words of God —the Spirit’s inspired words, as well as the 
writer’s spontaneous words.” (Is Christ Infallible and the Bible 
True? p. 658.) 25%) 


257) Presenting a detailed examination of Quenstedt’s position, the 
article in the Theol. Quart. (“ ‘Mechanical Inspiration’ the Stumbling- 
Block .. .”) states: “There is not a single place to which his modern 
critics can point that would prove that Quenstedt regarded the inspired 
penmen of God as ‘impassive instruments,’ ‘machines,’ ‘dehumanized or 
superhuman humans.’ This is a turn which Quenstedt’s critics have 
given to Quenstedt’s thought. This thought Quenstedt himself declines.” 

_ 238) A few more statements might prove welcome. They will con- 
vince the honest opponent that the upholders of Verbal Inspiration do 
not teach a mechanical inspiration. A. Hoenecke: “The passages just men- 
tioned (1 Tim. 5:23 and 2 Tim. 4:13) prove that the apostles were not 
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We have not read every book and article and remark that was 
written by a verbal-inspirationist. But as far as we have read, 
we have not found a single statement to the effect that divine 
inspiration put the holy writers into a state of coma. Neither did 
Dr. W. T. Riviere ever find such a statement. He writes: “Fun- 
damentalists and Bible-believers are accused of holding what may 
be called a Typewriter Theory. ... I do not recall ever hearing 





dead machines under inspiration, that the Holy Ghost did not, in the 
process of inspiration, ignore the personal and brotherly relationship of 
the holy writers but operated with it in the inspirational act.” (Ev.-Luth. 
Dog., I, p.350.) G.Stoeckhardt: “Das Diktieren des Heiligen Geistes war 
kein mechanisches Vorsprechen, dem ein mechanisches Nachschreiben zur 
Seite gegangen waere. The holy men of God were not sleeping or 
dreaming as they spoke and wrote, moved by the Holy Ghost. The 
powers of their soul, their will, and intellect were active. It was a real 
speaking and writing. And that is an intellectual activity of rational 
beings. . . . The Holy Ghost put this entire apparatus, this human 
research, meditation, study, and composing into action, applied it to His 
purpose, made it the medium of His activity, His speaking. The 
prophets and apostles themselves, these living persons with their will 
and thoughts, their searching and composing, were pens, calami, of the 
Holy Ghost. ... While they were searching, meditating, writing, the 
Holy Ghost supplied His heavenly wisdom, His eternal, divine thought, 
and also the right words; He gave them the words gleichsam unter der 
Hand. That is what the fathers described with the phrase suggestio 
rerum et verborum.... Thus the Holy Ghost in no way did violence 
to the will and thought of His human organs. He swayed and actuated 
their will and their thinking, but teongenc; suaviter, leniter, as the 
fathers expressed it, gleichsam unvermerkt, wie unter der Hand. He 
poured His divine wisdom, spiritual thought, spiritual words into their 
mind and heart. The mind of the holy authors moved freely, according 
to its natural bent; freely it expressed itself in the sacred writings. At 
the same time it was altogether swayed and controlled by the Holy 
Ghost. What the mind, the mouth, the pen, of the prophets and apostles 
produced was not their own, not human wisdom and human words, but 
from beginning to end it was of the Holy Ghost. From the first con- 
ception of the thought to its finished expression it was all the product 
of the Spirit of God.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1886, p.282f.) The Lutheran 
Teacher, Feb. 13,1938 (Norwegian Lutheran Church): “One of the tenets 
of our Church is belief in the verbal inspiration of the Bible.... Now, 
if God really did not guide these men in the choice of words but left 
this matter to the discretion of the writers, we could never feel free 
from the suspicion that these fallible human beings might have erred 
in the selection of their phraseology. Yet, on the other hand, God did 
not dictate to a dictaphone, which is a machine for reproduction void 
of all personality. The holy writers were not mere machines.... They 
knew what they were writing, though it might be true that they did 
not at all times realize to the full the deep significance of all they said. 
. .. They found expression for their personality in their own individual 
habits of style... .” Let us hear a few representatives of the Reformed 
Churches. J.Bloore: “In those who wrote the Bible, the emotions of the 
soul, the energies of the spirit, and even the infirmities of the body are 
made use of under the control of the divine Spirit, always, of course, in 
a manner according to the purpose in view. The individuality, pecu- 
liarity, and distinctive qualities of these writers find expression in their 
work, so that the Book is one of ever-living interest from the human 
side, while from the divine it proves itself in every part to be ‘the word 
of God, living, active, and sharper .. .’ (Heb. 4:12,13).... This is not 
mere dictation — far from it, for all the powers of the mind and heart 
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this theory advocated, but something of the sort is often attributed 
to conservatives. It makes a nice target for ridicule.” (Bibliotheca 
Sacra, July, 1936, p. 298.) And even if the moderns could dig up 
such a statement, that would not justify them in characterizing 
the old doctrine of verbal inspiration as “the mechanical theory 
of inspiration,” in charging Luther and Quenstedt, Pieper and 
Warfield, with making the holy writers vacuous stenographers. 
“It ought to be unnecessary,” says B. B. Warfield, “to protest again 
against the habit of representing the advocates of Verbal Inspira- 
tion as teaching that the mode of inspiration was by dictation.” 
(Revelation and Inspiration, p.173.) Warfield utters his protest 
in connection with his statement: “The Church has always recog- 
nized that the Spirit’s superintendence extends to the choice of 
the words by the human authors (verbal inspiration). It ought to 
be unnecessary. .. .” We protest against the insinuation that 
Quenstedt and Luther, Warfield and Pieper, ever intimated that 
the Holy Spirit dictated to Moses and Paul as to vacuous ste- 
nographers. 

We protest against it in the name of reason. Reasonable men 
refrain from “fighting against windmills.” — We are back on our 
old subject. It seems that in every phase of their attack on 
Verbal Inspiration the moderns are doomed to display a lack of 
acumen.— There is no sense in taking the old dogmaticians to 


task for something they never said. There is no profit in setting 


of the instrument are engaged and wrought upon so that a divine im- 
press is left upon the whole man.” (Alternative Views of the Bible, 
pp. 148,150.) Bibliotheca Sacra, Jan., 1941, p.72: “It is of interest to com- 
pare Peter’s declarations here (1 Pet.1:10,12) with his claim in the 
second epistle (2 Pet.1:20,21) that men spake from God as they were 
carried along by the Holy Spirit. Here the passivity of the prophets 
seems to be emphasized, and yet in the first epistle we are introduced to 
the most intense kind of mental activity. There is no conflict, provided 
we understand that the reflection of the prophets followed the revelation 
of the Spirit to them and did not enter into the prophetic message... . 
Hence the prophets, though passive in the sense that they did not con- 
tribute the message apart from the Spirit’s moving, yet were so far from 
being mechanical instruments that they had all their powers of thought 
aroused and taxed by the disclosures granted to them.” L. Boettner: 
“Instead of reducing the writers to the level of machines or typewriters, 
we have insisted that, while they wrote or spoke as they were moved 
by the Holy Spirit, they nevertheless remained thinking, willing, self- 
conscious beings whose peculiar styles and mannerisms are clearly trace- 
able in their writings. ... Hence we see that the Christian doctrine 
of inspiration is not the mechanical lifeless process which unfriendly 
critics have often represented it to be. Rather it calls the whole per- 
sonality of the prophet into action, giving full play to his own literary 
style and mannerisms, taking into consideration the preparation given 
the prophet in order that he might deliver a particular kind of message, 
and allowing for the use of other documents or sources of information 
as they were needed. If these facts were kept more clearly in mind, the 
doctrine of inspiration would not be so summarily set aside nor so un- 
reasonably attacked by otherwise cautious and reverent scholars.” (The 
Insp. of the H.Scr., pp. 37, 44.) 
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up a straw man and then knocking him down.™5®) Philippi is right 
in calling these tactics “senseless ridicule” and Boettner in calling 
it an “unreasonable attack.” The attack springs from ignorance. 
“When modern theologians declare that our orthodox dogmaticians 
had the conception of a purely mechanical inspiration, this must be 
condemned as outright fiction or else lack of acquaintance with 
the old dogmaticians.” Thus Pieper (What Is Christianity? p. 242.) 
It is one of the “groups of confusions and misconceptions, mis- 
representations, and caricature which . . . have confused the issues,” 
Thus M’Intosh (op. cit., pp. 8,312). It is a sorry spectacle. M.S. 
Terry attacks the dogmaticians for teaching that the holy writers 
spoke “with the mantic frenzy of sibyls and soothsayers,” and that, 
when Jeremiah dictated to Baruch, “his normal intellectual activity 
was temporarily arrested or neutralized by divine power.” (See 
Theol. Quart., 1913, p.2.) Terry is fighting a bogey. S. Bulgakoff 
enters the fray: “I assume that no one can any longer, in our 
time, advocate the theory of a mechanical inspiration of sacred 
books. This theory either regards the writers as passive instru- 
ments in God’s hands or interprets the process of writing as dic- 
tation from the Holy Spirit.” And he asseverates: “Inspiration 
is not a question of deus ex machina. It is not an act of God which 
coerces man and to which he is subjected apart from his own will.” 
(In Revelation, by Baillie and Martin, p. 153.) - Bulgakoff is 
wrestling with a specter which he himself created. There is no 
point in A.H.Strong’s quoting Locke: “When God made the 
prophet, he did not unmake the man.” (Op. cit., p.103.) Pro- 
fessor Ladd is wasting his energy when he declares: “Nor is man 
made most fit for this office when rendered passive like a pen to 
write, or a tablet on which to write, the dictated message from 
God.” (What Is Scripture? p. 430.) What do you think, in the 
light of what the dogmaticians really taught and actually did not 
teach, of W. Elert’s strong language: “Wenn manche Dogmatiker ... 





259) J.G. Machen: “This doctrine of ‘plenary inspiration’ has been 
made the subject of persistent misrepresentation. Its opponents speak 
of it as though it involved a mechanical theory of the activity of the 
Holy Spirit. The Spirit, it is said, is represented in this doctrine as 
dictating the Bible to writers who were really little more than stenog- 
raphers. But of course all such caricatures are without basis in fact, and 
it is rather surprising that intelligent men should be so blinded by 
prejudice about this matter as not even to examine for themselves the 
perfectly accessible treatises in which the doctrine of plenary inspira- 
tion is set forth. It is usually considered good practice to examine 
a thing for one’s self before echoing the vulgar ridicule of it. But in 
connection with the Bible such scholarly restraints are somehow re- 
garded as out of place. It is so much easier to content one’s self with 
a few opprobious adjectives, such as ‘mechanical,’ or the like. Why 
engage in serious criticism when the people prefer ridicule? Why attack 
a real opponent when it is easier to knock down a man of straw?” 
(Christianity and Liberalism, p.73.) 
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folgerten, dass der schreibende Mensch auch an der Bildung des 
Wortlautes keinen eigenen Anteil mehr habe, so grenzt das an 
Gotteslaesterung” (Der Christliche Glaube, p. 209.)? It is nothing 
less than bathos when Dr. Flack exclaims: “Is not the inspiration 
of Scripture too high and holy a reality to be defined in terms of 
stenography? Does one exalt the Word of God by dehumaniz- 
ing it?” : 

Again, it seems such a waste of paper when the moderns pen 
statements like these: “This is one of the chief reasons why the 
doctrine of verbal inspiration has been discarded as incapable of 
proof and incompatible with the evident fact. If the divine mind 
dictated to the writers the substance and form of the writings, 
there could not be the individuality that characterizes these docu- 
ments. There is a striking unity of purpose disclosed in them; but 
their style, vocabulary, and point of view are as various as their 
names.” (H.L. Willett, The Bible Through the Centuries, p. 284.) 
The facts disprove a mechanical inspiration! Dr. E.H.Delk: “That 
the oracular and dictation theory of writing has disappeared .. . 
goes almost without saying. The note of individualism is so strong 
in the synoptic writers that no theory of verbal inspiration is 
longer tenable.” (Luth. Quart., 1912, p. 568.) F.Buechsel: “Selbst- 
verstaendlich kam die alte Inspirationslehre in Widerspruch zu 
den einfachsten Tatsachen in den Schriften der Bibel. Die indi- 
viduellen Eigentuemlichkeiten, die diese Schriften stilistisch zeig- 
ten,” etc. (Die Offenbarung Gottes, p.113.) Similar statements 
have been set down above. But the verbal-inspirationists, the 
so-called “mechanical-inspirationists,” have been making the same 
statements. Find examples above. We, too, have discovered these 
facts and cheerfully accept them. Why should the moderns waste 
paper by repeating what the dogmaticians have long ago set down? 
Every statement of theirs dealing with the difference of style and 
the individuality of the writers can be matched with one by Pieper 
and Hoenecke and Warfield. The moderns are beating the air. 
They are proving to us what none of us denies. Have done with 
this nonsense. 

The moderns will reply to this that we are inconsistent; that, 
if we concede the difference in style, etc., and with them reject 
mechanical inspiration, we shall have to reject verbal inspiration, 
too. And here lies the root of the trouble. The moderns will 
admit that Quenstedt and Warfield and Pieper never said, in so 
many words, that the holy writers became dead machines and 
vacuous stenographers. But they insist that anyone who declares 
that every word written by the apostles was given them by the 
Holy Ghost to write necessarily teaches a mechanical inspiration: 
verbal inspiration cannot but be mechanical inspiration. This 
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objection reveals the ignorance on the part of the moderns of an 
essential feature of inspiration: its miraculous nature. We have 
treated of this matter in the sixth article of this series, under 
Assertion No.9. We say with Luther: “Die Heilige Schrift ist 
nicht auf Erden gewachsen.” (VII:2095.) Every miracle presents 
a mystery, and we are ready to admit that we cannot solve the 
mystery how the holy writers wrote exactly what the Holy Spirit 
gave them to write and still wrote with perfect freedom. We are 
not presumptuous enough to deny either one of these revealed 
truths because we are unable to solve the psychological difficulty 
that confronts us here. Will you say that it was impossible for 
God to make Paul His mouthpiece without destroying the person- 
ality and freedom of the apostle? “It is in vain,” says Charles 
Hodge, “to profess to hold the common doctrine of Theism and yet 
assert that God cannot control rational creatures without turning 
them into machines.” (Syst. Theology, I, p. 169.) Do not quote to 
us the laws of psychology — “the unpsychological and mechanical 
theories of inspiration and unhistorical view of verbal inerrancy” 
(Professor Kantonen). The handbooks of psychology certainly 
do not contain a section explaining the mystery of Verbal In- 
spiration. But God is not bound by our psychological wisdom.?6) 
And it is not for us to form judgments on this matter on the basis 
of our very limited knowledge of psychology; the less so, as we 
do not know from personal experience what inspiration is. “We 
who have never ourselves experienced this act of the Spirit can- 
not penetrate the mystery of it; we doubt whether the holy 
writers themselves did.” (Lenski, on 2 Tim.3:16.) At any rate, 





260) F.Bettex: “But just here we are amused at those weak-minded 
critics who, with hackneyed phrases, talk so glibly about ‘mechanical in- 
struments’ and ‘mere verbal dictation.’ Does, then, a self-revelation of 
the Almighty and a making known of His counsels, a gracious act which 
exalts the human agent to be a co-worker with Jehovah, annihilate per- 
sonal freedom? Or does it not rather enlarge that freedom and lift it 
up to a higher and more joyous activity? Am I, then, a ‘mechanical in- 
strument’ when with deep devotion and with enthusiasm I repeat after 
Christ, word for word, the prayer which He taught His disciples? . . .” 
(The Fundamentals, IV, p. 77.) H.M’Intosh: “Psychological difficulties. 
... A similar presumptuous and inane objection is that such a control 
or influence over men’s minds as would secure the truth and divine 
authority of the Bible is inconsistent with the mental freedom of man — 
as if God the Holy Ghost could not so act on the human mind as to 
ensure this without violating its free action—and must be confined 
within the narrow grooves of the oracular dictates of such audacious 
but unveracious speculation.” (Op. cit., p.623.) Der Deutsche Ev.-Luth. 
Schulverein: “Wir halten fest an dem Wunder der Inspiration, und das 
ist, was die modernen positiven Theologen ‘mechanisch’ schelten. . . . 
Wir lehnen jede Erklaerung des Vorgangs der Inspiration ab.... Gegen 
das Zeugnis Jesu und seiner Apostel ist uns die Gelehrsamkeit der ge- 
lehrtesten Professoren und Doktoren lauter Wind.” (See Lehre und 
Wehre, 1909, p. 234.) 
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they gave us no explanation of it. And here are men who are 
not afraid to declare ex cathedra: Verbal Inspiration must be 
mechanical inspiration! —If their reasoning is correct, then pity 
the blessed in heaven, who are incapable of thinking any but 
God’s thoughts and cannot but speak in God’s own words; they 
have lost their personal freedom! We thank God that He knows 
how to work in men in ways that are beyond the laws of common 
psychology. We thank Him that He converted us by His gracious 
power. We contributed nothing of our own towards our con- 
version. We were pure passivi. And yet we were not coerced. 
In the moment that faith was created in us we gave joyous consent. 
We were converted willingly — God made us willing.2® We do not 
find it impossible to accept the teaching of Scripture that God 
spoke through the prophets and apostles, made them His mouth- 
pieces, without making them insensible machines. 

The moderns keep harping on the term “dictation.” Did not 
the dogmaticians state that the Holy Spirit “dictated” the contents 
and words of Holy Scripture to the holy writers? And is not 
“dictation” a mechanical affair? We have promised (footnote 172) 
to shed some light on this plaguing term and now tell the moderns 
that they are misquoting the fathers. Oh, yes, the fathers em- 
ployed the word “dictation” and called the holy writers “aman- 
uenses.” B. Mentzer actually wrote: Tanta est S. Scripturae auc- 
toritas, quanta est DICTANTIS Spiritus Sancti, cuius illi fuerunt 
AMANUENSES.” But are the moderns not acquainted with the 
common law of all language that where metaphors are employed 
the point of comparison must be scrupulously observed lest the 
writer be made to utter nonsense? No man dreams of saying that 
when Jesus called Herod a fox He had the idea that Herod was a 
four-footed animal. Herod was a fox in a certain respect. It is the 
cheapest kind of ridicule to make the fathers who compared the 
holy writers to stenographers in a certain respect say that the 
holy writers were vacuous stenographers. Use common sense! 
When the fathers call the apostles amanuenses, they give expression 
to the truth that they spoke and wrote not by their own right, 
in their own wisdom, but by the authority of God. The words 
of John 3:16 are so truly the very words of the Holy Ghost as 


261) Quoting some more from Stoeckhardt (Lehre und Wehre, 1886, 
p.283): “Verbal Inspiration presents an incomprehensible mystery, 
which the human mind cannot elucidate. ... We may perhaps find an 
analogy in the miracle of conversion. The conversion of the sinner is 
in solidum the work of the Holy Spirit; not the least part of it is effected 
by man’s own powers. Still conversion is not effected by way of coercion; 
it does not change man mechanically; but it is a mysterious, inscrutable 
working of God on the will, the mind of man, which so influences his 
will and mind that he now wills, and gladly wills, what is God’s will 
and thinks that which is godly.” 
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though He had dictated them into the pen of St. John, as though 
we heard the Holy Ghost proclaim them today from heaven in His 
own majestic voice. The fathers never intended to convey the 
thought that the holy writers were lifeless machines. Again and 
again they disavow such ideas. G.P.Mains got the right idea 
when he used the phrase “as though God dictated every word,” 
but falsified the idea of the fathers when he added: “using the 
human writer only as an automaton.” The moderns are quoting 
the dogmaticians correctly as far as the bare word “dictation” is 
concerned, but are misquoting as far as the context is concerned. 
In the words of Dr. Pieper: “God used the holy writers as His 
organs, or tools, in order to transmit His Word, fixed in writing, 
to men. In order to express this relation between the Holy Ghost 
and the human writers, the Church Fathers as well as the old 
Lutheran dogmaticians call the holy writers amanuenses, notarii, 
manus, calami, secretaries, notaries, hands, pens, of the Holy Spirit. 
It is a well-known fact that these expressions are very generally 
derided by modern theologians. But Philippi justly calls this 
‘senseless ridicule,’ 'The expressions are altogether Scriptural if 
only the point of comparison (tertium comparationis) is not lost 
sight of, namely, the mere instrumentality. The expressions state 
neither more nor less than the fact that the holy writers did not 
write their own word but ta Ady tod deot, the Word of God, 
and that, as we have seen, is the authoritative judgment of Christ 
and of His apostles. These expressions therefore should not be 
made the butt of ridicule; people ought to realize that they are 
in conformity with Scripture.” (Op. cit., I, p.276.) The moderns 
are fighting a straw man.?®) 





262) Dr. Stoeckhardt: “Ganz sachgemaess haben daher die alten 
Lehrer der Kirche diese Taetigkeit des Heiligen Geistes ein Diktieren und 
Propheten und Apostel Haende, Handlanger, Notare, Griffel (manus, 
amanuenses, notarii, actuarii, calami) des Geistes Gottes genannt. Es 
ist Unverstand und boeser Wille, wenn man deshalb den Alten vorwirft, 
dass sie eine ganz aeusserliche, mechanische Vorstellung von der In- 
spiration gehabt haetten. Das tertiwm comparationis liegt auf der Hand. 
Man wollte mit jenen Vergleichen nur recht stark hervorheben, dass 
Propheten und Apostel hier dem Geist Gottes nur als Organe gedient 
haben, um seine Gedanken den Menschen kundzutun, dass sie in keiner 
Weise Mithelfer waren, dass sie alles, was sie geschrieben, auch alle Worte 
und Ausdruecke empfangen, nichts aus sich selbst herausgenommen 
haben. ... Ihr ganzes Herz war bei dem, was sie schrieben. Hierony- 
mus schon bezeugt: ‘Neque vero prophetae in ecstasi locuti sunt, ut 
nescirent quod loquerentur.’ Die Propheten haben, wie er weiter aus- 
fuehrt, ihres Amtes nicht gewartet ‘instar brutorum animalium.’ Der 
Geist hat ihnen nicht nur das aeussere Hoeren (‘quod in auribus resonat), 
sondern auch das feinere geistliche Gehoer (‘secretiorem auditum’) ge- 
geben, kraft dessen sie nicht nur die Rinde, sondern auch das Mark zu 
erfassen vermochten.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1892, p. 327 f.) — We cannot 
permit men to charge those who use the term “dictation” with being 
“mechanical-inspirationists.” Dr. R. Watts upheld Verbal Inspiration in 
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The terms “dictation,” “amanuensis,” “mouthpiece,” are not 
bad, said Pieper. They express the Scripture truth that God spoke 
by, through, 51a tot xgoprtov, Matt. 1:22; 616 otduatos Aavid, by the 
mouth of David, Acts 1:16. The moderns should not blacklist the 
term “mouthpiece,” seeing that the Lord said: “My words which 
I have put in thy mouth,” Is. 59:21. David liked the term: “The 
Spirit of the Lord spake by me, and His Word was in my tongue,” 
2 Sam. 23:2. Luther liked it: “Ein Prophet wird genannt..., dem 
der Heilige Geist das Wort in den Mund legt.” (III:785.) “Darum 
sind diese Worte Davids auch des Heiligen Geistes, die er durch 
seine Zunge redet.” (III:1891.) “Pen” is not a bad word. Ps. 42:1: 
“My tongue is the pen of a ready writer.” 263) Then read Rev. 2:1 ff. 
and Lenski’s comment: “Jesus dictates the letters; John takes the 
dictation. .. . Despite those who taboo the word, the Lord here 
dictated those seven letters to John.” St.John did not protest 
against serving as an amanuensis in a somewhat literal sense. And 
all the apostles and prophets were glad to serve as amanuenses in 
the higher sense in which the fathers use the term. 

These terms are very good terms. They express the all- 
important truth that the holy writers were not the real authors 
of the Sacred Writings, but that these Sacred Writings are through- 
out the very Word of God. Blessed is he who will say with Luther: 
“The Holy Scriptures are written by the Holy Ghost” (IX:1770); 


‘Diese Worte David’s sind des Heiligen Geistes Worte.” And 
this truth, that what was spoken 6 tot xgogytov, through the 
prophet, was spoken x6 xvgiov, by the Lord (Matt. 1:22), is strongly 


9 66. 


and strikingly expressed in the good old terms “dictation,” “mouth- 
piece.” And so we say: “The Christian minister of the right sort, 
who simply repeats what he hears Scripture saying, will instruct 
his congregation on the question: Given by inspiration of God — 
what does that mean? about as follows: That does not mean that 


his book The Rule of Faith and the Doctrine of Inspiration. Dr. Pieper 
praised this book highly, but was constrained to say: “Dr. Watts takes 
exception to the use of the term ‘dictation.’ To be sure, you can force 
the metaphor and make it express preposterous notions. But the old 
Lutheran theologians, for example, who used this term, did not con- 
ceive of inspiration as given ‘by an external audible utterance.” (Lehre 
und Wehre, 1886, p. 233.) So, when Hoenecke, for instance, writes: 
“We can compare the writers with various instruments. Harp and flute 
have different tones; yet he who can play both instruments can perfectly 
produce through both the same melody. The holy writers are animated, 
living harps and flutes,” etc. (op. cit. I, p.346), do not rush to the con- 
clusion that that is “mechanical inspiration” — something which Hoenecke 
repudiates. See his statement quoted above. 


263) Prof. J.P. Meyer: “Wer darf unseren Dogmatikern den Vorwurf 
machen, dass sie eine mechanische Auffassung der Inspiration verrieten, 
weil sie in Anlehnung an den Ausdruck des 45. Psalms die heiligen 
Schreiber als ‘Griffel’ des Heiligen Geistes bezeichnen, die ein ‘Diktat’ 
des Heiligen Geistes niederschrieben?” (Theol. Quartalschrift, 1931, 
p.189.) See also P. E. Kretzmann, The Foundations Must Stand, p. 24. 
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God dictated the Bible to men after the fashion of the teacher who 
dictates something to little boys and girls or that God called out 
these words and the holy writers wrote them out thoughtlessly. But 
it does mean that God really inspired all the words of Scripture, 
infused them into the minds of the holy writers, gave them into 
their heart and pen, spoke and pronounced to them inwardly what 
they should write and did write. Just look at the text! It is 
written: ‘All Scripture given by inspiration of God.’ Any child 
can understand these words and we must understand them to 
mean what they say.” (Dr. Stoeckhardt, quoted in Freikirche, 
Oct. 22, 1939; Lutheraner, 1941, p. 325.) 

The moderns are with us when we reject mechanical in- 
spiration. They are glad to hear that we disavow it. They may 
be glad to learn that they were mistaken in ascribing such a teach- 
ing to the fathers. Is, then, the issue settled? It should be. 
Theologians should not keep on quarreling after the misunder- 
standing has been cleared up. But we notice that the moderns 
are not yet satisfied. They will not let the matter rest with our 
disavowal of mechanical inspiration. They heartily subscribe to 
the first part of Dr. Stoeckhardt’s statement. But the second part 
of it raises their ire. We are as far apart as ever. The fact is that 
the point at issue is not so much the question of mechanical in- 
spiration but rather the question. of the truth of Scripture. Their 
real grievance is that the old dogmaticians taught the verbal in- 
spiration and absolute inerrancy of Scripture. Our grievance 
against them is not their fight against the straw man—we could 
easily forgive and forget that — but their fight against Scripture. 
That is a serious charge. We submit the proof for it under three 
heads. 

1) The fight against the “mechanical theory of inspiration” is 
a fight against the truthfulness of Scripture in that it denies one 
of the chief teachings of Scripture, the doctrine of Verbal Inspira- 
tion. You will remember that the moderns identify verbal in- 
spiration and mechanical inspiration. Recall Deissmann’s state- 
ment: “This dogma of verbal inspiration of every letter of the New 
Testament, which rightly can be called mechanical inspiration.” 7) 





264) Sanday: “Mechanical and verbal inspiration of the Bible.” 
Alleman: “The doctrine of verbal inspiration .. . the old heathen con- 
ception . . . a man became but a mouthpiece of the deity.” Add this, 
by Dr. J. A.W.Haas: “There has been a misinterpretation of the follow- 
ing words in 1 Cor.2:13: ‘Words which the Holy Ghost teacheth.’ The 
term ‘words’ is taken to mean every single word down to the minutest 
‘and.’ ... It was unfortunate that our early dogmaticians developed 
a mechanical, verbalistic theory of inspiration of the Word.... Our early 
theologians were really Calvinistic in their verbalistic conception. .. - 
It is a mere fiction to uphold the infallibility in every statement and not 
ey, ¥ the essentials of faith.” (The Luth. Church Quart., 1937, 
p. 4 
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Recall the claim of the moderns that verbal inspiration cannot 
but be mechanical. But Scripture teaches Verbal Inspiration, and 
we raise the charge against the moderns that they are in direct 
opposition to Scripture when they stigmatize the teaching of the 
old dogmaticians as un-Lutheran and unchristian, as mechanical, 
they are ridiculing the Word of God. Let Dr. Reu elaborate this. 
“During the last years a hot pursuit was started against this theory 
[the mechanical theory] in some quarters of our Church... . 
Alas, not seldom this pursuit aims at Verbal Inspiration in every 
form, and thus the combat becomes a fight against the testimony 
of Scripture concerning itself. We do not want to emphasize the 
fact that without Verbal Inspiration we lack every guarantee that 
the divine content is expressed in Scripture correctly and without 
abbreviations; we rather stress the fact that Scripture itself 
demands it. It is demanded by the form of the quotations ‘The 
Holy Spirit speaks,’ ‘God says’; furthermore, it follows from the 
fact that Jesus as well as Paul draw important conclusions from 
the wording of Old Testament passages, a few times even from 
a single word, as elohim in Ps. 82:6 or oxégua in the story of 
Abraham; and in particular does it follow from 1 Cor. 2:12, 13: 
‘Of these we also speak — not in words which man’s wisdom teaches 
us, but in those which the Spirit teaches — interpreting spiritual 
(things) by spiritual (words).’... Even the formation of the word 


was taught by the Spirit.” (In the Interest of Luth. Unity, p. 68 f.) 
Scripture clearly teaches Verbal Inspiration, and the moderns, 
denouncing that as mechanical, are in the open, fighting not a 
straw man but Scripture.?®©) 


265) There are those among the moderns who admit that Scripture 
teaches Verbal Inspiration but insist that Scripture is wrong on this 
point. Warfield writes: “Among untrammeled students of the Bible it 
is practically a matter of common consent that the writers of the New 
Testament looked upon what they called ‘Scripture’ as divinely safe- 
guarded in even its verbal expression and as divinely trustworthy in all 
its parts, in all its elements, and in all its affirmations of whatever kind. 

. It is also the judgment of all those who can bring themselves to 
refuse a doctrine which they yet perceive to be a Biblical doctrine. . . . 
Let us pause long enough to allow Hermann Schultz, surely a fair 
example of the ‘advanced’ school, to tell us what is the conclusion in 
this matter of the strictest and coldest exegetical science. ‘The Book of 
the Law,’ he tells us, ‘seemed already to the later poets of the Old Testa- 
ment the “Word of God.” For the men of the New Testament, the Holy 
Scriptures of their people are already God’s Word in which God Himself 
speaks.’ This view, which looked upon the Scriptural books as verbally 
inspired, he adds, was the ruling one in the ‘ime of Christ, was shared 
by all the New Testament men, and by Christ Himself.” (Op. cit., p. 61.) 
“Thus, for instance — to confine our examples to a few of those who are 
not able personally to accept the doctrine of the New Testament writers 
~ Archdeacon Farrar is able to admit that Paul ‘shared, doubtless, in the 
views of the later Jewish schools on the nature of inspiration. These 
views .. . made the words of Scripture coextensive and identical with 

32 
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2) The moderns repudiate “mechanical” inspiration, by which 
they mean verbal inspiration, because of the alleged errors in the 
Bible. Convinced that the Bible teems with imperfections, mis- 
takes, ethical aberrations, they refuse to teach that the Holy Ghost 
is the real Author of the whole Bible and offer the substitutes 
“dynamical inspiration,” “concept inspiration,” and the like, which 
leave room for these “errors.” Professor Kantonen would have us 
“abandon the unpsychological and mechanical theories of inspira- 
tion and unhistorical views of verbal inerrancy.” He believes that 
“the Bible has the same limitations that bound any historical 
process.... Or, as one of the Biblical writers themselves, Paul, said: 
‘We have this treasure in earthen vessels.’... The scientific opinions 
which the Biblical writers shared with their contemporaries. . 
The Bible is a magnificent cathedral, . . . well preserved, although 
today we may perhaps detect here and there a crack in the walls 
or a loose brick.” (The Message of the Church, etc., p.103f.) The 
thesis is that, since Scripture contains mistakes, it cannot have 
been mechanically (verbally) inspired. M.Dods: “If we should 
find on examination that much of what is human — discrepancies or 
inaccuracies — enters into the Bible, we must expand our theory 
to include this” and therefore reject “that which has been known 
as the mechanical or dictation theory” (op. cit., p.106f.). W.San- 
day: “The writers and teachers of the early church doubtless held 
a high view of it (Inspiration), but it was not by any means a 
mechanical view. They would not have hesitated to admit what 
we might call slips of the pen. Take, for instance, Matt. 27:9, where 
a saying which really belongs to Zechariah is attributed to Jere- 
miah.” (Op. cit.,p.18.) Dr.G.Drach: “The theory of a mechanical 
verbal inspiration simply falls to pieces. ... This theory holds that 





the words of God.’... The writer of an odd and sufficiently free Scotch 
book published a few years ago (James Stuart) formulates his conclu- 
sion in the words: ‘There is no doubt that the author of Hebrews, in 
common with the other New Testament writers, regards the whole Old 
Testament as having been dictated by the Holy Ghost, or, as we should 
say, plenarily and, as it were, mechanically inspired.” (Op. cit., p.175f.) 
This is what actually happens: commenting on Jer.1:9 (“I have put My 
words in thy mouth”) C.H. Dodd declares: “That this is direct imagina- 
tive experience does not admit of question. We may readily suppose that 
the words and the touch on the lips were actual hallucinations.” (The 
Authority of the Bible, p.79.) Most moderns will not go that far. They 
prefer to say with Folkebladet: “It is an impossibility that the prophets 
and apostles could have intended that their words should be considered 
as a dictation by the Holy Spirit” (dictation = verbal inspiration). These 
men say that Jeremiah and Paul did not mean “verbal” inspiration. 
But that does not alter the fact that they refuse to accept a clear teach- 
ing of Scripture. They will not, indeed, charge the holy writers with 
having hallucinations. But they will have to charge them with using 
misleading language. They will have to say that, when Paul declared 
that all the words of Scripture are inspired, he did not mean what he said. 
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the prophets and apostles were inspired . . . in all that they 
wrote.... So we must settle on a theory of inspiration which while 
it avoids mechanical verbal inspiration . . . does not overexalt 
the apostles as infallible mouthpieces all the time. ... We repu- 
diate the absolute infallibility of the apostles and others who wrote 
the Sacred Scriptures.” (The Luth. Church Quart., 1936, pp. 247 
to 251.) 266 


266) A few more statements to show that what is back of the fight 
against “mechanical” inspiration is the conviction that the Bible is an 
imperfect book. Dr. A. J. Traver: “By its very nature, inspiration is 
spiritual. There can be nothing mechanical about it. God did not dic- 
tate to the writers of the Bible as to a stenographer. ... Inspiration in- 
cludes only the knowledge essential for knowing God and His plan for 
man.... Inspiration of the kind necessary for the knowledge of God 
is not necessary for scientific knowledge.” (The Lutheran, Jan. 23, 1936.) 
Since in Dr. Traver’s opinion the Bible made several false scientific state- 
ments, he naturally refuses to say that these were direct statements of 
the Holy Spirit. And so the moderns operate with the dynamical theory 
of inspiration, which nicely takes care of the errors. “Die Schrift ver- 
dankt ihre Entstehung zwei Faktoren, einerseits der freien goettlichen 
Selbstbetaetigung. . . . andererseits der freien menschlichen Selbstbetae- 
tigung gegenueber der goettlichen Offenbarung. . . . Die goettliche 
Selbstbetaetigung bestimmt die menschlichen Organe zur Selbsttaetig- 
keit und verklaert sie zu freien Organen des goettlichen Geistes. Auf 
Grund solchen Zusammenwirkens des goettlichen und menschlichen 
Geistes nennen wir die Heilige Schrift das gottmenschliche Wort. .. . 
Wir bemerken nur noch (4), dass eine Irrtumsfaehigkeit der Schrift in 
bezug auf solche Dinge zuzugeben ist, was entweder gar nicht in das 
Gebiet der Heilsgeschichte faellt oder als ganz unwesentlich die Sub- 
stanz der Heilsgeschichte in keiner Weise beruehrt.” (Zoecklers Hand- 
buch der Theol. Wiss., I, p.747f.) Similarly Luthardt-Jelkes Kom- 
pendium der Dogmatik, p. 111, quotes Quenstedt’s statements “Nulla 
falsitas, nullus vel minimus error, sive in rebus, sive in verbis” and 
comments: “Dass diese Saetze viel zu weit greifen, liegt auf der Hand.... 
Dieser Fehler besteht darin, dass das Verhaeltnis des Heiligen Geistes 
zur Schrift nicht durch die eigene geistige Aktivitaet der biblischen 
Schriftsteller, sondern nur aeusserlich durch die Hand der Schreibenden 
vermittelt gedacht ist.” The mistakes are there — you must charge them 
to the self-activity of the holy writers — and so you will have to abandon 
Verbal Inspiration. Quoting a number of similar statements, one, for 
instance, by William Adams Brown, who protests against “making the 
Bible the result of immediate divine dictation,” the Theol. Quart., 1914, 
p. 77, states: “The plenary, or verbal, inspiration is denonunced as 
‘mechanical inspiration’ for this additional reason that such an inspiration 
would make the inspired penmen inerrant.” The moderns have the idea 
that, if the dogmaticians had only known about these errors in the Bible, 
they would not have taught verbal (mechanical) inspiration. Dr.J.A. 
W. Haas puts it this way: “It was unfortunate that our early dogmaticians 
devoloped a mechanical verbalistic theory of inspiration of the Word... . 
Out of the minute verbalistic conception grows the problem of the in- 
fallibility of the Word. Extreme verbalism demands... an original per- 
fect text for all the books of the Bible. ... The whole idea of a com- 
pletely infallible Word in every historical and geographical detail is 
due to the position which John Gerhard took in his Confessio Catholica.” 
(The Luth. Church Quart., 1937, p. 280f.) Dr. Joseph Stump: “The seven- 
teenth-century dogmaticians of the Church, impelled by a laudable de- 
sire to maintain the supreme authority of the Bible, formulated a very 
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Every blow which the moderns aim at the “mechanical, verb- 
alistic inspiration,” repudiating it because of the alleged errors 
in the Bible, hits Holy Scripture. They are fighting a straw man 
inasmuch as Verbal Inspiration is not mechanical; but inasmuch 
as they identify the two concepts, they are really engaged in a 
warfare against Scripture. The reason they give for their in- 
ability to accept Verbal Inspiration is a terrible indictment of the 
Word of God. They are saying that the Bible is not true in every 
respect. Study the following pronouncement by the editor of The 
Christian Century, March 30, 1938, and ask yourselves whether 
he is serving the cause of the Bible. “The writers of the Bible 
were men like ourselves—like E.St. Jones and Kagawa, if you 
wish. . . . I cannot imagine what added authority the Bible 
would have if it were conceived as having been dictated by God 
to a stenographer. Its value would be no more precious. Its 
meaning would be no more clear. Its truth would be no more 
authoritative. Indeed, I fear it would subtract from its authority 
if God had so dictated it, for I would be at a loss to account for 
the obvious errors in it.” I should not care to have a friend who, 
when men calumniate me, takes it for granted that I am guilty 
and then tries to find excuses for me. When enemies of the Bible 
posed ‘the question: “Hat nicht das Neue Testament neben der 
reinen Lehre Jesu manches stoerende Beiwerk?” the Evangelische 
Oberkirchenrat in Stuttgart hemmed and hawed and finally said: 
“Die Evangelische Kirche betrachtet die Bibel als Gottes Wort; 
nicht im Sinne einer mechanischen Verbalinspiration, sondern als 
das in Menschenwort gekleidete Zeugnis Gottes von seinem Wesen 
und Walten.” Yes, it contains “some incongruous trappings,” but 
that does not hurt the chief contents of it, etc.— The Bible 
deserves better apologists, better friends. God protect the Bible 
against its friends who declare: “Christian faith affirms the pres- 
ence of both the divine element and the human factor in inspiration. 
We have the heavenly treasure in earthen vessels. ‘God used 
men—not machines.’ . .. ‘Discrepancies do exist. Matt. 27:9 
quotes Zechariah, but credits Jeremiah with the words. There 
seems to be a disagreement in the Synoptists on the number of 
times the cock crew, etc.’ (Dr.C.J.Sodergren.) .. . The human 
element may also be recognized as we observe the fact that some- 
times the strong feeling of the writer blinds him to qualities of purity 
and mercy.... In these passages (Ps. 69:24; 58:6,10; 109:8, 9, 10; 





definite theory of inspiration. The sacred writers were regarded as mere 
amanuenses who wrote down what God dictated. Consequently in their 
view no human element entered into the writing of the sacred books. 
God alone is the author of Holy Scriptures. ... Hence it followed that 
the Holy Scriptures in the original text are to be regarded as completely 
free from errors of any kind.” (The Christian Faith, p. 315.) 
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137:9) the human, or shall I say inhuman, element is sadly evi- 
dent.” (Hjalmar W. Johnson, in the Journal of the Am. Luth. 
Conf., May, 1939, pp. 18—21.) 

3) The moderns do something worse to the Bible. They not 
only cut away great parts of it—the alleged errors and in- 
decencies — but they emasculate all of it. In their fight against 
the “mechanical-verbalistic” inspiration they are fighting against 
the reliability and divinity of every word of the Bible. That is a 
serious charge. But their own words prove it. They have been 
telling us right along that inspiration does not extend to the letter, 
the words of the Bible. Dr.H.E. Jacobs assured us that, “if the 
verbal theory of inspiration means that every word and letter is 
inspired,” he will have none of it. A.Deissmann told us that he 
is glad that “this dogma of verbal inspiration of every letter of 
the New Testament, which rightly can be called mechanical in- 
spiration . . . is now abandoned.” “What is the extent of in- 
spiration?” asks G.L. Raymond; “does it apply to the style and 
the words or only to the substance and the sense?” He answers: 
“The inspired element is underneath the phraseology rather than 
in it.... We have no reason to expect to find evidence of inspira- 
tion in the specific details of the expression, except so far as, 
indirectly, they may indicate the general trend of that which is 
expressed.” (The Psychology of Inspiration, pp. 154, 187, 307.) Do 
we hear correctly? Are the moderns saying that the words of the 
Bible are not inspired words? The editor of The Lutheran (June 
21, 1928) is saying: “For every essential issue there is divine truth 
at hand; that its verbal expression is of human origin can be 
frankly recognized.” H. Wheeler Robinson: “The confident appeal 
to the Scriptures as affording an infallible direction of faith and 
conduct is made impossible if that is sought in the letter” (italics 
by author) “of the Word of God to men.... The fuller recog- 
nition of the principle of mediation . . . throws us back on the 
inner content of the revelation instead of its literary expression 
and record.” (The Chr. Experience of the Holy Spirit, p.175.) 
H.F.Baughman: “Its authority is not to be identified with the 
form of language which announces the truth of God but must be 
found in the light of experience through which the Word of God 
came to the soul of a man.” (The Luth. Church Quart., 1935, 
p. 260.) J.A.W.Haas: “Men were never saved by a Bible that 
was mechanically perfect in its verbality.” (What Is Revelation? 
p.16.) Not perfect in its verbal expression? Did not the Holy 
Spirit choose the words? Or was that left to fallible men? The 
Holy Spirit did not choose the words, say the moderns. G. T. Ladd: 
“Inspiration is not ‘verbal’ in the technical sense of the term; that 
is, it does not consist in, or involve, the selection and dictation, by 
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the Holy Ghost Himself, of all the words employed by the writers.” 
(What Is the Bible? p. 436.) G.Drach: “Zwingli’s spirit led his 
followers to incline toward the dictation of words as well as to the 
inspiration of the contents of the Sacred Scriptures, and this theory 
. . . also influenced some of the Lutheran theologians of the 
seventeenth century. ... Gerhard went from the inspiration of 
the impulse to write to the inspiration of the contents and then 
to the inspiration of the choice and use of words.” (The Luth. 
Church Quart., 1936, pp. 245, 247.) And so, of course, since fallible 
men made the choice of words, “we do not know,” says Luther A. 
Weigle, “whether the words of the Bible given us are true or 
accurate.” (See Conc. Theol. Mthly., XIII, p. 151.) — As we read 
Gen.1:1 or John 3:16, the moderns warn us not to be too sure 
that we are dealing with God’s Word. God’s Word may be con- 
tained in these words, which transmit to us the ideas of the writers, 
but that must be established in some other way. What Moses and 
John wrote may be true or it may be false. There can be no 
absolute reliance on any verse of Scripture.— The moderns are 
fighting Scripture in that they deny one doctrine of Scripture, as 
we saw under 1). But that means, as we now see, that they are 
fighting all of Scripture. 

The moderns do not want to have inspired words. Is further 
proof required? ‘Then examine the substitutes they ask us to 
accept in place of the old doctrine which they have thrown to the 
moles and bats. There is the concept-not-words theory. Dr. Drach 
has defined it for us as “the inspiration of the contents, not the 
dictation of words.” J.De Witt: “It simply means that truth as 
inspired by God is of such quality and nature that invariable 
verbal accuracy is not needed. It may be expressed with great 
freedom and in various forms without impairing its substantial 
value. It is the thought that is inspired.” (What Is Inspiration? 
p.41.) Suggestio rerum—yes; suggestio verborum? Never! 2) 

Then there is the dynamic theory, the popular theory of 
the day. Nine out of ten opponents of Verbal Inspiration cry out: 
Not mechanical, but dynamical! Professor Ladd will tell us what 
it is. “Inspiration may be said to be ‘dynamical,’ as distinguished 





267) See footnote 255.— Warfield: “This may be called the rational- 
istic view. ... It affirms that ... the Bible is inspired only in its 
thoughts or concepts, not in its words. . . . This legacy from the ration- 
alism of an evil time still makes its appearance in the pages of many 
theological writers ...; but it has failed to supplant in either the creeds 
of the Church or in the hearts of the people the church doctrine of the 
plenary inspiration of .the Bible, i.e., the doctrine that the Bible is in- 
spired not in part, but fully, in all its elements alike,—things dis- 
coverable by reason as well as mysteries, matters of history and science 
as = as of faith and practice, words as well as thoughts.” (Op. cit., 
p. 59. 





Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to Jews, Etc. 503 


from what is mechanical. Its general conception is that of a 
divine influence coming like breath or wind into the soul of man 
and producing a transformation there. . .. The influence is 
dynamical—a divine force dwelling and working in the human 
soul. It therefore involves the highest activity of all the normal 
powers.... Inspiration is not ‘verbal.’” (Op. cit., p. 434.) C.E. 
Lindberg: “The orthodox dynamic theory .. . sets forth the 
divine activity but also places proper emphasis on the human 
side. ... The holy writers were not merely mechanical instru- 
ments, such as pens or amanuenses, there was an auto-activity 
analogous to the new life that succeeds the new birth, when the 
regenerated soul cooperates with the Holy Ghost.” (Christian 
Dogmatics, p.389.) In German they say: “Die Inspiration ist 
Entfachung der menschlichen Selbsttaetigkeit.” (F. Buechsel, op. 
cit. p.113.) Just how this “dynamic inspiration” worked when 
the holy writer penned a sentence, just how the divine dynamics 
and the human dynamics balanced each other, they will not tell 
us.268) But one thing they tell us plainly: the dynamic theory 
does away with the inspiration of the words. A.H.Strong: “The 
dictation theory, the true view, holds .. . that the Scriptures con- 
tain a human as well as a divine element, so that, while they con- 
stitute a body of infallible truth, this truth is shaped in human 
molds. ... Inspiration did not always, or even generally, involve 
a direct communication to the Scripture writers of the words they 
wrote. ... They were left to the action of their own minds in 


268) Fundamentals, VII, p. 21: “Fifth, ‘dynamic inspiration.’ But the 
efforts of those who hold to this view to explain what they mean by the 
term are exceedingly vague and misty.” Ml’Intosh: “... what has been 
contemptuously called the mechanical, as distinguished from the dynam- 
ical, theory of Inspiration — though what mechanical or dynamical can 
precisely mean in such matters the users of these misleading phrases 
have never yet attempted to make plain.” (Op. cit., p. 463.) Nor does 
M.Dods (who does not believe in Verbal Inspiration) think much of the 
dynamic theory: “This theory has been found to introduce confusion 
into the subject.” (Op. cit., p.120.) Professor Ladd sees the difficulty of 
pointing out just where, say in John 3:16, the divine force gave way to 
the human force or in which word human fallibility was overcome by 
the divine infallibility. After describing the “dynamical,” he is forced to 
add (on p. 437): “In all inspiration, the exact place where the divine 
meets the human and is limited by it, as well as the precise mode of 
the operation of the Spirit, remains concealed and mysterious.” He 
employs the analogy of “the ordinary Christian experience” — no Chris- 
tian “can draw a line in the working of his thoughts and emotions and 
say: ‘This is of God, and this other is my own.’” The confusion grows 
when Lindberg, for instance, finds it necessary to oppose the views of 
“the old dogmaticians who held to the mechanical theory of inspiration,” 
insists on operating with the dynamic theory and the auto-activity of 
the holy writers, and finally arrives at the position of the old dogmati- 
cians, declaring with them that “the holy writers imparted the divine 
truth as to thought and expression,” “that every word in the original 
text is inspired” (op. cit., pp. 395, 401). 





504 Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to Jews, Etc. 


the expression of these truths.” (Op. cit., p.102f.) Archdeacon 
Farrar’s definition is quoted as classical in R. Tuck, A Handb. of 
Bibl. Diff., p.V: “The dynamic, or power, theory. It holds that 
Holy Scripture was not ‘dictated by,’ but ‘committed to writing 
under the guidance of,’ the Holy Spirit. While recognizing the 
divine energy, it does not annihilate human co-operation. The 
truths are inspired by the Holy Spirit, the words and phrases are 
the result of the writer’s own individuality; the material is of God, 
the form is of man.” 26) It seems that, on this point, the dynamic- 
theory men teach the same as the concept-theory men. Well, that 
is no affair of ours. All that we are interested in is to show that 





269) A word, in passing, on the monstrosity of the concept: thoughts 
without words. They have been telling us that verbal inspiration is 
“unpsychological.” Well, we are unable to grasp the psychology under- 
lying the theories which they offer as substitutes for verbal inspiration. 
They say that God inspired the thoughts but not the words. Did you 
ever discover yourself thinking a definite thought without clothing that 
thought in definite words? In speaking and writing, thoughts are ex- 
pressed in words, and the mind cannot but follow the same process. 
Stoeckhardt grappled with the problem posed by the “concept theory,” 
gave it up, and declared: “In jeder vernuenftigen Rede haengen Ge- 
danke und Ausdruck so eng zusammen, wie Leib und Seele.” (Lehre und 
Wehre, 1886, p.256.) Nor could A.A.Hodge grasp the idea: “The line 
can never rationally be drawn between the thoughts and words of Scrip- 
ture”; nor Canon Westcott: “The slightest consideration will show that 
words are as essential to intellectual processes as they are to mutual in- 
tercourse.... Thoughts are wedded to words as necessarily as soul to 
body. Without it the mysteries unveiled before the eyes of the seer 
would be confused shadows; with it, they are made clear lessons for 
human life.” (See Fundamentals, VII, p. 23.) The Expositor’s Greek 
Testament refuses to subscribe to the laws of this new psychology. On 
1 Cor. 2:13: “In an honest mind thought and language are one, and 
whatever determines the former must mold the latter.” Lindberg: “If 
we believe that the thoughts were inspired, we must also believe, log- 
ically, that the words were inspired as well. Some persons, who do not 
have clear conception concerning inspiration and boast that they are 
liberal, say: We believe in the inspiration of the idea, but not of the 
words. Even the best modern psychology holds that there cannot be 
an idea without form or words. Man thinks in words.” (Op. cit., p.396.) 
Lenski: “Erase the words, and the thought disappears. ... The thought 
cannot be separated from the words which are its vehicles.” (On 
2 Tim.3:16.) And: “This distinction between content and words is an 
illusion. Of what is Holy Scripture composed? Merely of words! Page 
after page of words, and then some more words. And what are these 
words? They are the vehicles of thought. Without words, there is no 
thought or content. Take out the words, and what do you have left? 
Nothing! That is the fatal feature for all who do not want to admit 
Verbal Inspiration and still would like to believe in an inspiration of 
content. The bird flies out of their hand, and they retain only a few 
feathers. If only one could take a knife and go into the Bible, and cut 
out the words entirely, and then after all the words have been removed, 
hold it up and say, ‘Behold this is the bare thought.’ But after such 
an operation is completed, what is left? The empty pages of the Bible! 
Beautiful content and thought!” (Quoted in The Pastor's Monthly, 1935, 
p. 261.) — Another point: If the inspiration of words would have to be 
mechanical, the same objection would hold as to the inspiration, a rea 
inspiration, of thoughts. 
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the moderns have a horror of the suggestio verborum. They leave 
us in no doubt that they will not have the words of Holy Scripture 
proceed out of the mouth of the Lord. — Note that the purpose of 
these theories is not merely to take care of the alleged errors in 
the Bible. See 2). They cover also those parts and passages 
which are accepted as true. The words of John 3:16, too, are 
not inspired. 

The words are not inspired; they are not God’s own words, 
but the writers’ own words — if you still doubt that the moderns 
say that, ask them for further elucidation of their dynamic theory. 
They will tell you to consult Zoeckler’s Handbuch. “Two factors 
produced Holy Scripture. One is the free self-activity of God. 
The other is the free human self-activity over against the divine 
revelation. ... The human organs are free organs of the divine 
Spirit.... Holy Scripture is thus a divine-human word.” “Nach 
der modernen wissenschaftlich vermittelten Umbildung des In- 
spirationsbegriffs ist nicht sowohl ein unbedingt goettlicher als 
vielmehr ein gottmenschlicher Ursprung und Charakter der Schrift 
zu lehren.” Dr. Stump continues the elucidation: “In the view of 
the seventeenth-century dogmaticians no human element entered 
into the writing of the sacred books. God alone is the Author of 
the Holy Scriptures.” That is wrong, for “there is a human as well 
as a divine factor to be taken into account in considering the 
writing of the Holy Scriptures.” (Loc.cit.) “The Bible,” said 
Professor Volck, “is the product of two factors, a divine and a 
human factor”; “the Bible was composed by men”; “the holy 
writers,” said Th. Harnack, “exercised absolute self-activity (selbst- 
staendigste Aktivitaet)”; acting independently, they expressed their 
own thoughts in their own words, and Thomasius insisted that 
“the sacred writings were not dictated by the Holy Ghost, but 
were — produced by the self-activity of their authors.” (See 
Lehre und Wehre, 1886, p. 168; Proceedings, Syn. Conf., 1886, 
pp. 31,36.) “‘“The human side’ of Scripture, as the moderns use 
the term, means that the holy writers were causae efficientes, not 
only the writers but indeed the authors of Holy Scripture.” (Dr. 
Walther. See Proc., Iowa Dist., 1891, p.54.) Why, they even 
use the phrase “eigene produktive Geistestaetigkeit.” They do not 
want to have the Holy Spirit to be the sole Author of Scripture. 
Only in a restricted sense will they call Him the real Author. They 
refuse to call the words of Scripture “the very words of God.” 
And we say that he who makes out of these divine words human 
words is fighting Scripture, is striking at its very heart.2™ 


270) Was not Moses the author of the Pentateuch and St. John the 
author of the Fourth Gospel? —Do we have to go over the same old 
ground again? Certainly the holy writers were not dead machines. 
They wrote as rational, intelligent writers write. They searched for the 
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Bound to let us know that in their opinion the Bible is the 
product of a joint authorship, a divine-human book, the moderns 
even use the very expressive term “synergism” in this connection, 
For instance: Dr. M.S. Terry, who does not believe in the iner- 
rancy of the Bible, characterized the “mechanical inspiration” as 
monergistic and declared: “The synergistic theology is the opposite 
of this and the only tenable alternative.” (See Theol. Quart., 1913, 
p.4; 1914, p.79.) As in synergism conversion results from the 
collaboration of God and man, so Scripture has been produced by 
two factors, God contributing the ideas, man the words. It would 
be well if all the moderns, all those who speak of the “two factors” 





right word, and they chose the fitting word. But when the moderns 
use this same phraseology in order to say that the words of Scripture are 
not the very words of the Holy Ghost, seeing that they are the writers’ 
own words, they are not speaking our language, the language of Scrip- 
ture. The holy writers were not “the originators but the receivers and 
announcers” of their message, and the Holy Ghost supplied not only the 
substance but also the form (the words) of the message. Did the holy 
writers cooperate? Yes, as instruments; no, if that means that they 
produced anything of their own. Two factors? Yes, one the instrument 
of the other; no, if it means independent factors. May Moses and St. John 
be called authors? Stoeckhardt does not hesitate to call them “the holy 
authors.” (See above.) But when the moderns call them co-authors of 
the Bible, meaning that God is the Author of the thought and the 
apostles the originators of the words, they are not speaking the language 
of Scripture and of the Church. The Church does not state on the 
title page of her Book: “The Bible, the Word of God and of the holy 
writers.” What would Paul have put on the title page? See 1 Thess. 2:13. 
—Stoeckhardt: “Die Weissagung der Schrift (2 Petr. 1:21), die Heilige 
Schrift, ist kein Produkt der Menschen, des menschlichen Willens. Jene 
‘selbstaendige Aktivitaet’ der heiligen Schriftsteller wird ausdruecklich 
verneint. Die Position lautet: Die heiligen Menschen Gottes haben ge- 
redet, getrieben von dem Heiligen Geist. Freilich jene heiligen Maenner, 
die Propheten, waren es, die da redeten; aber da sie die Weissagung 
niederschrieben, wurden sie vom Heiligen Geist getrieben, bewegt, ge- 
tragen (qegduevor). Sie standen ganz und gar im Dienst, waren Werk- 
zeuge des Heiligen Geistes. Der Heilige Geist war es, der hier in der 
Weissagung seine Gedanken, seine Weisheit kundgab und die Propheten 
und ihr Reden, Schreiben als medium gebrauchte, das, was er wollte, den 
Menschen zu wissen zu tun. Der Heilige Geist, kein anderer ausser oder 
neben ihm, ist der Autor der Schrift, der Weissagung. Die Schrift ist 
Produkt des Heiligen Geistes, und zwar ausschliesslich Produkt des 
Geistes, kein ‘von Menschen verfasstes Gotteswerk’.” (Lehre und Wehre, 
1886, p.214.) Warfield: “The Church has held from the beginning that 
the Bible is the Word of God in such a sense that its words, though 
written by men and bearing indelibly impressed upon them marks of 
their human origin, were written, nevertheless, under such an influence 
of the Holy Ghost as to be also the words of God, the adequate expres- 
sion of His mind and will.” “Here [Acts 1:16] the Holy Spirit is 
adduced, of course, as the real Author of what is said, but David’s mouth 
is expressly designated as the instrument (it is the instrumental preposi- 
tion that is used) by means of which the Holy Spirit speaks the Scrip- 
ture in question.” “The things which they spoke under this operation 
of the Spirit (2 Pet. 1:19-21) were therefore His things, not theirs. 
Though spoken through the instrumentality of men, it is, by virtue of 
the fact that these men spoke ‘as borne by the Holy Spirit,’ an imme- 
diately divine word.” (Op. cit., pp. 83, 97, 173.) 
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and the “free self-activity,’ would, without more ado, call their 
teaching the “synergistic theory of inspiration.” It is what they 
mean. They do not want to call Scripture exclusively the product 
of God. Scripture makes that claim.?")» Scripture wants us to 
receive all its words as words chosen by God and therefore ex- 
pressing the thought so perfectly and infallibly as only God can 
express it. But the moderns will not have it so. 

To sum up, the moderns abominate and loathe Verbal In- 
spiration. The ridicule which they heap on “mechanical inspira- 
tion” is intended to discredit Verbal Inspiration and turn men 
against it.272) And discrediting Verbal Inspiration, they are dis- 
crediting Scripture. They are destroying the Christian’s faith in 
the absolute reliability of the words of Holy Scripture. 

That is a frightful situation. Uncertainty, doubt, and fear are 
sweeping through the land. The stop-and-go theory of inspira- 
tion is bad enough. According to it only half of the Bible is 
inspired. And now the moderns apply to the rest their half- 
and-half theory, and all is lost. The passages dealing with the 
saving truth are, they tell us, half divine and half human; the 
words in which the divine thought is expressed are the words 
of men. But the only way in which we can receive the divine 
truth is through words—and can the Christian base the hope 
of salvation on the words of fallible men? Dr. Haas told us that 


the Bible is not mechanically perfect in its verbality. Dr. Weigle 


271) Dr. Pieper: “Where Scripture speaks of the causa efficiens of 
Scripture only one factor is recognized, the divine factor. Scripture does 
not say: ‘All Scripture is given partly by inspiration of God, and partly 
it is produced by men,’ but only: ‘xnéoa yoeagi tedxvevotoc.’ The holy 
men that took part in this matter are characterized as instruments 
through whom God spoke. What resulted was not a writing which is 
half man’s word and half God’s, but Scripture, which is nothing but 
God’s word (cf. Matt.1:22; 2:15, ete.; Heb.10:15) and cannot be broken 
(John 10:35).” (Lehre und Wehre, 1892, p. 197.) 


272) Pieper: “To discredit Verbal Inspiration among the public, the 
assertion is rather generally made that the dogmaticians had entirely 
‘mechanical conceptions’ of the inspiration of Scripture.” (Op. cit. I, 
p. 365.) M’Intosh: “They have sought to heap ridicule upon the true and 
Scriptural position by associating with it foolish fancies excluded by it”; 
“they have found it a much easier thing first to misrepresent and then to 
caricature the position of the real defenders of the claim of Scripture 
than honestly to face their proof.” (Op. cit., pp. 8, 268, 312.) Machen: 
“If we say: ‘Yes, we do believe in Verbal Inspiration,’ then they hold up 
their hands in horror. ‘How dreadful, how mechanical!’ they say. ‘If 
God really provided in supernatural fashion that the words should be 
thus and so, then the writers of the Biblical books are degraded to the 
position of mere stenographers, indeed, even lower than that . . . of mere 
machines, ...’ Such is the hole into which we are thought to be put... . 
How can we possibly escape? Well, I think we can escape very easily 
indeed. Yes, I believe in the verbal inspiration of the Bible; but I do 
insist that you and I shall get a right notion of what the word ‘verbal’ 
means.” (The Christian Faith in the Modern World, p. 46 f.) 
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told us: “We do not know whether the words of the Bible given 
us are true or accurate.” Dr. Seeberg told us, in addition: “There 
can be no doubt that the Biblical authors could certainly draw 
conclusions intrinsically false from inspired truths.” (Op. cit,, 
p. 102.) When you must make fallible men your authority, there 
is an end to Christian assurance. Beware of this “Dictated-but- 
not-read theory.” That is what W.T. Riviere calls this concept 
theory. “A busy man dictates a letter to his stenographer and 
tells her to transcribe and mail it without waiting for his final 
inspection and signature. Since there is large opportunity for 
mistakes to occur, this procedure is rarely followed with important 
letters. The addressee, warned by the notation ‘dictated but not 
read,’ does not hold his correspondent responsible for all details 
of expression or even of matter.” (Bibliotheca Sacra, 1936, p. 299.) 
The moderns are offering us a Bible the words of which are not 
underwritten and guaranteed by the divine Author, for He is 
responsible only for the thought; the expression of the thought 
is the work of man. The moderns actually say that. If they said 
that the form as well as the thought were given by the Holy Ghost, 
that would be verbal, mechanical inspiration! So we get a Bible 
whose statements of the saving truth are of human origin, and 
that is the end of all and any Christian assurance. Let us repeat 
that: “We emphasize the fact that without Verbal Inspiration we 
lack every guarantee that the divine content is expressed in Scrip- 
ture correctly and without abbreviations.” (Dr.Reu.) We repeat: 
“If God really did not guide these men in the choice of words 
but left this matter to the discretion of the writers, we could never 
feel free from the suspicion that these fallible human beings might 
have erred in the selection of their phraseology.” (The Lutheran 
Teacher.) And remember, the moderns have introduced this mon- 
strum incertitudinis into the holy of holies. Their half-and-half 
theory is applied to John 3:16 as well as to 1 Tim.5:23. What 
results? “If the words godhead, election, redemption, imputation, 
regeneration, propitiation, sacrifice, atonement, faith, repentance, 
justification, sanctification, adoption, resurrection, heaven, hell, etc., 
were not inspired and infallible, then everything essential to Chris- 
tian faith and life may be only old wives’ fables. Without cer- 
tainty and divine authority in the words of Scripture, it is patently 
impossible to believe in the things, or even to know the will of 
God, for our salvation.” (M’Intosh, op.cit., p.614.) “Ist wie 
Jacobs und Stump sagen, die Schrift wirklich unfehlbar (infallible, 
inerrant) in allen ihren theologischen Ausfuehrungen, so muessen 
auch alle Worte, die sich in diesen Ausfuehrungen finden, vom 
Heiligen Geiste (der allein unfehlbar das Richtige treffen kann) 
gesetzt sein. Finden sich in denselben Worte, die Menschen gesetzt 
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haben ohne dass der Heilige Geist dabei die Wahl geleitet hat, so 
kann von absoluter Unfehlbarkeit auch in den theologischen Aus- 
fuehrungen nicht mehr die Rede sein. Auch die loci classici sind 
nicht mehr unfehlbar gewisse Wahrheiten, wenn die Wahl der 
Worte, aus welchen sie bestehen, fehlbaren Menschen ueberlassen 
war.” (F. Bente, in Lehre und Wehre, 1904, p. 87.) We repeat: 
If the moderns are right, if the concept theory and the dynamic 
theory are the thing, the Christian is condemned to a life of un- 
certainty, doubt, and fear. 

It is a frightful situation. The moderns tell the Christians that 
they must carefully sift the words of the fallible holy writers in 
order to find the truth of the divine thought hidden therein, and 
then tell them that there is no known process by which that can 
be accomplished. D.F.Forrester tells them: “All of them [the 
holy writers] struggled with evident limitations of temperament, 
environment, and vocation. In their case it is necessary not only 
to find out what they said, but also what they were trying to say, 
what the eternal Word of God was saying in them to all men 
everywhere. The wheat must be sifted from the chaff, the ‘Word’ 
taken from the worn-out wrappings. And then that ‘Word’ shall 
be made plain. All must be fitted to our modern thought... . 
What is warped and ill-balanced must be corrected; what was 
neglected must be added; what was soiled by the heat and dust 
of controversy must be polished until it is bright and clear again.” 
(The Living Church, Feb.11, 1933.) There is pure gold among 
all this dross — find it! But when we ask them for the Lydian 
stone which will infallibly show the gold, they tell us: There is 
no such thing. Dr.E. Lewis tells us: “What is of the form of 
revelation and what is of the substance? It may be that an in- 
fallibly exact criterion has not been given us.” (A Philosophy of 
the Christian Religion, p.140.) Dr. L. Weigle just told us: “We do 
not know whether the words of the Bible given us are true or 
accurate, but there is a spirit in them that manifests an acceptable 
teaching.” The disturbed Christian asks Bishop D. Wilson to guide 
him in his search for the saving, divine truth and gets the answer: 
“Where nature ended and Inspiration began, it is not for man to 
say.” (See W. Lee, op. cit., p.34.) The terrified Christian wants 
assurance as to whether every single word of John 3:16 is infallibly 
true—it is a matter of life and death to him—and Prof. R.F. 
Grau advises him: “The boundaries between the divine and the 
human elements cannot be definitely fixed in a mechanical way. 
No one knows how much is divine, how much human.” (See 
Pieper, op. cit., I, p. 275.) We know the answer: every word is 
God’s word. We need no Lydian stone where the Bible is con- 
cerned. It is all pure gold. All is well where Verbal Inspiration 
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rules. But he is in a bad state whose spiritual advisers either tel] 
him that there is no sure way of finding the priceless treasure of 
God’s Word in this divine-human book or sell him divining rods — 
the Christian self-consciousness or “the spirit in the words” or 
“what is fitted to our modern thought” — which invariably lead 
him astray. “Of a truth,” said Dr. Walther in the Lutherstunde, 
“it is not a small matter when a poor man is lying on his deathbed 
and seeks comfort in a passage of Scripture and the devil assaults 
him with the question: Yea, how do you know that God said that? 
May not the writer have misunderstood the Holy Spirit?” (See 
Lehre und Wehre, 1911, p. 155.) 

Walther once more: “Dr. Luther writes in his Large Confession 
with reference to Zwingli’s alloeosis: ‘Beware, beware, I say, of the 
alloeosis! For it is the devil’s mask.’ ... We must apply this to 
the so-called ‘Gottmenschlichkeit der Schrift’ (the divine-human 
nature of Scripture) as the term is used by modern-conservative 
theology: Beware, beware, I say, of this ‘divine-human’ Scripture! 
It is a devil’s mask; for at last it manufactures such a Bible after 
which I certainly would not care to be a Bible Christian, namely, 
that the Bible should henceforth be no more than any other good 
book, a book which I would have to read with constant sharp 
discrimination in order not to be led into error. For if I believe 
this, that the Bible contains also errors, it is to me no longer a 
touchstone but itself stands in need of one. In a word, it is un- 
speakable what the devil seeks by this ‘divine-human’ Scripture.... 
Erbarme sich Gott seiner armen Christenheit in dieser letzten, 
betruebten und gefaehrlichen Zeit!” (Lehre und Wehre, 1886, 
p. 76.) The old evil Foe means deadly woe. 

“Without a doubt,” says Edwin Lewis, “our fathers came. very 
close to Bibliolatry; they could make no distinction between the 
Word of God and the words of men by which that Word was given.” 
(The Faith We Declare, p.49.) We say: Blessed be our fathers, 
blessed be St. Paul, who taught us that every word of Scripture 
is the very word of God! TH. ENGELDER 


(To be continued) 
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Leading Thoughts on Eschatology in the Epistles 
to the Thessalonians 


V 

In view of the importance of the matter, we return once more 
to Paul’s discussion in 2 Thess. 2:3-12, where the apostle sets forth 
that before Judgment Day the great falling away will occur and 
the Antichrist, whose nature and activities are described at some 
length, will put in his appearance. The passage was expounded 
verse by verse, various interpretations were presented, and finally 
arguments were advanced why the Lutheran Church in its Con- 
fessions has justly applied this passage to the Roman Papacy. 
Since this historical line of argument is of particular significance 
in our day, we refer to the matter once more. 

In an old volume of Lehre und Wehre an article of some 
length was published under the heading “Remarks on the Doc- 
trine of the Antichrist” (Bemerkungen zu dem “Bemerkungen zu 
der Lehre vom Widerchrist” ueberschriebenen Artikel in Dr. Muen- 
kels Zeitblatt vom 7.Juni 1867). See Lehre und Wehre XIII, 
297, 325, 341. This article presents an extended exposition of 
2Thess. 2:3-12 which agrees essentially with the one we have 
offered. To this exegetical treatise a historical excursus of some 
length is added. The author of the article signs himself “M. R. E.,” 
and we have good reasons to believe that he was none other than 
Prof. Moritz Robert Engel, who first was pastor in Saxony, then 
professor at our college in Fort Wayne from 1868 to 1873. Later he 
returned to Germany and served twenty-one years as instructor at 
the “Gymnasium” in Greiz, where he died in 1903. We are familiar 
with his ability in the field of Exegesis and History, which he dis- 
played in his historico-exegetical study The Controversy concern- 
ing Romans Chapter 7 (1902) and other writings. His excursus, 
which has all but been forgotten, will be read with interest. After 
his exegetical presentation he writes: 

“We would be justified in closing at this point. By expounding 
2Thess. 2 we have at the same time answered the question stated 
at the beginning. We hope to have shown that the Lutheran doc- 
trine concerning the Antichrist has a firmer foundation than con- 
ceded by our opponent and that 2 Thess. 2 is not as dark, not as void 
of weapons for the defense of the thesis that the Pope is the anti- 
pode of our Lord as our opponent assumes. We are fully aware of 
our shortcomings. We realize that our line of argument based on 
2 Thess. 2 could have been made much stronger. But we do wish 
to add something. Very briefly we shall attempt to draw a picture 
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of what the Papacy was at its height; what according to its own 
idea of itself it should like to be and in part still is. Our readers 
will pardon the necessity of repeating some things that have been 
said, since it will be our aim to bring the various details into focus 
and to unite them in a miniature picture. We believe in that way it 
will become evident that they who cannot recognize the Antichrist 
in Romanism do not see him in such black colors as they should 
view him when the actual facts are considered. We have no fear 
that bias will cause us to paint too dark a picture. What we can 
and will say will rather fall far short of what the Papacy actually is, 
Rome can congratulate herself that no human pen is able to do her 
justice and that all who since the days of the apostles and prophets 
have written and testified in this matter have in spite of their best 
intentions fallen short of what the Spirit of God in Scripture says 
concerning this abomination of all abominations. 

“What, then, is the real nature of the Papacy? Briefly sum- 
marized, the answer to that question will have to be formulated 
about as follows: 

“The Papacy is a spiritual-secular kingdom embracing the 
whole world, whose head and master is the Pope at Rome. 

“The Pope claims to stand far above all emperors and kings; in 
his decrees he says clearly: Comparing his power with secular 
rulers is like comparing the sun, the great light of day, with the 
moon, the lesser light of the night. In contradiction to Rom. 13:1; 
1 Pet. 2:13; Matt. 22:21, he holds uncompromisingly to the principle 
that he can be subject to no government. In the course of time he 
succeeded to free himself from the jurisdiction of the German 
rulers, to whom he was formerly required to pay tribute. Soon he 
rose to such heights that he imagined all kings and rulers were 
wearing their crowns by his grace. He therefore claimed the right 
to enthrone or dethrone them, to release nations from their oath of 
allegiance to their rulers; he went so far as to profess that all rights 
were concealed “in scrinio pectoris sui’ (in the shrine of his heart). 
Vast kingdoms had to pay tribute to him. Nations unwilling to do 
so were placed under the ban and the interdict. The mightiest per- 
sons on earth were required to do him service. Even the German 
emperors, at that time the rulers of virtually the whole civilized 
world, had to bow before him. He took from them the right to elect 
the pope, a right which they had held. By means of long contro- 
versies he lessened the influence which they wielded in calling and 
appointing the higher spiritual officials in their domain. In mid- 
winter the German emperor Henry IV was required to stand bare- 
footed in the court of the castle at Canossa, where Gregory VII 
resided at that time, and do penance for three days and as proof of 
his guilt tremblingly accept the host of which the Pope partook in 





Eschatology in the Epistles to the Thessalonians 513 


all calmness in order to indicate how innocent he was. Three of the 
mightiest rulers were required to humble themselves before Inno- 
cent III. Boniface VIII had a long controversy with Philip the Fair, 
king of France. In 1302 he released the French people from their 
oath of allegiance to their king and in the same year, in a consistory 
held in Rome, the Pope claimed for himself the highest authority 
in the secular as well as in the spiritual realm, and a short time later 
issued the infamous Bull ‘Unam sanctam,’ which advanced the same 
claims and represents the height of papal pride. Clement VI, like 
his predecessor Benedict XII, bitterly opposed the German emperor 
Ludwig of Bavaria; in 1342 he placed him under the ban and offered 
him absolution only under the following conditions: Ludwig should 
acknowledge that he had been guilty of heresy, particularly be- 
cause he had claimed that the emperor could enthrone or dethrone 
the Pope; he was to relinquish his crown with the understanding 
that it would be returned to him only by permission of the Pope; 
he was to place himself, his family, and his provinces at the dis- 
position of the Pope; finally he was to acknowledge his kingdom 
as belonging to the Pope. The emperor rejected these conditions. 
In 1346 the Pope issued a bull against him, placing him under the 
ban and pronouncing a horrible curse upon him. In 1369 Urban V 
had the triumphant satisfaction of seeing the emperor of the Greek 
(Eastern Roman) empire come to Rome, vow allegiance to the 
Pope, acknowledge the Pope’s primacy over the Greek Catholic 
Churches and accept the Roman confession of faith. Innocent VI 
in 1353 absolved himself from an oath which, prior to his election 
to the Papacy, he had sworn in the presence of the cardinals and 
declared said oath to be null and void. He declared the agreement 
he had sworn to fulfill to be illegal, and yet he had sworn the oath 
without scruples. 

“These are but a few noteworthy instances taken from the 
history of the Pope’s controversy with the secular powers; but they 
show how the Pope sought to exalt himself over all the gods of 
the world and how in most instances he succeeded to subjugate 
princes and people. 

“The Popes exalted themselves even above the angels in 
heaven. In his exposition of the 11th and 12th chapters of the 
prophet Daniel, Luther writes: ‘Clement VI, posing as a god not 
only on earth but also in heaven, issued a bull in which he com- 
manded the angels in heaven that they should at once take into 
Paradise and into eternal joy the souls of those who while making 
a pilgrimage to Rome in quest of indulgence might die along the 
way. To hell and to the devil he gave the following orders con- 
cerning such souls: We object to have these souls subjected to 
the pains of hell. Thus this cursed abomination has seated him- 


33 
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self not only in the temple of God here upon earth, but also in 
heaven, ruling over the angels, over heaven, over Paradise, over 
hell, etc. Several years later, when indulgences were being 
preached in Bohemia in a most blasphemous manner, John Hus 
objected, attacking particularly this devilish bull of Clement and 
denouncing the vices of the Popes. And this was the offense that 
he taught: If the Pope were not holy, he would not be a member 
of the holy Church, that is, if the Pope were a scoundrel, he would 
not be a pious man. That was, besides the claim that the Pope 
was the head of the Church, not “iwre divino, sed humano,” the 
great heresy because of which Hus had to be burned at the stake. 
The attack by Hus inflicted two fatal wounds upon the Papacy. 
The first, ‘that the Popes have been ejected out of heaven’ (that is, 
out of the Church of Christ, Rev. 12:7-9) ‘and were compelled to 
make concessions; no longer were they permitted to issue such bulls 
as gave orders to the angels. And soon God began to visit this 
overbearing pride and outrage. The other wound was that since 
the days of John Hus the Papacy began to be despised and by no 
means could stop or suppress the name and the teaching of John 
Hus’ (St. Louis Edition, VI, 926, 927). 

“Furthermore, the Pope has established his throne in the midst 
of the Church and has permitted himself to be worshiped. He 
claims that he is the head and lord of the Church, the representative 
of Christ on earth. According to Roman teaching, subjecting one’s 
self to the Pope in every matter is a mark of being a Christian. The 
holy keys are emblazoned on his coat of arms; he says that not the 
Church but he himself had received them from the Lord. All 
church powers exercised by him are merely demonstrations of the 
authority granted to him by Christ; all bishops and priests are his 
servants; the whole Church is required to subject itself without 
hesitation to his commands and precepts. His authority goes far 
beyond the Word of God. His book of laws is on the same level 
with Scripture, yes, above it, and his decrees are feared and revered 
more than God’s commandments. Infallibility in matters of faith is 
one of the fundamental principles of Popery.* No one has the right 
to punish the Pope, to place him under a ban or to depose him, 
even though he should hur! a million souls into hell, as one of the 
decrees states. Thus the Church of Christ was robbed of its highest 
right, she was disfranchised, led into captivity, made the slave of 
aman. She, the free one, was robbed of her liberty, of her nobility, 





* Though this was written several years before 1870 when at the 
Vatican Council the dogma of papal infallibility was officially promul- 
gated, the pretensions of the Papacy had been at this iniquitous level 
for a long time. 
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and of her glory. Without means of protection she was surrendered 
to the wolf, and on all sides the gates were opened wide to every 
form of sin, vice, and error. The Pope could do as he pleased — 
who would stop him? The watchmen of Zion were silenced, they 
were to remain silent regardless of what might take place. One 
fortress after another crumbled and was captured, in the midst of 
the Holy Place stood the abomination of desolation, the sin which 
refused to be rebuked, which dared not to be rebuked. And all 
this occurred with the greatest show of right and in the name of 
true Christianity. Christ’s name, God’s Word were misused to give 
these endless outrages the appearance of holiness; sin was to be sin 
no longer, unbelief was to be faith, Satan’s kingdom was to be the 
kingdom of heaven, the Church of the Pope was to be the Church 
which alone could save, and the Pope was to be the Holy Father, 
His holiness. One of the first bishops of the Church, the bishop of 
Rome, the foremost city of the world, the chief shepherd of one of 
the oldest congregations of Christ, which numbered its martyrs by 
the thousands, became an apostate and a seducer. He posed as the 
successor of the prince of apostles, Peter; he claimed that his office 
as bishop had been handed down in uninterrupted succession from 
Peter and even attempted to base his authority on a word of Scrip- 
ture, the glorious word of the Lord: ‘Thou art Peter, and upon this 
Rock I will build My Church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail 
against it. And I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth, shall be bound 
in heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth, shall be loosed 
in heaven.’ Matt. 16:18, 19. 

“Moreover, Rome made use of all manner of pomp and glory to 
fascinate the eye of the weak (Rev.17:4). All treasures of the 
earth flowed into the coffers of the Church. By means of indul- 
gences, masses, annates, commendams, the tithes exacted from all 
clerics, the Peter’s pence, by means of the most shameless usury the 
Roman Church was enriched while the people were stripped. Those 
who dared to protest were branded as heretics. The greatest 
scoundrels were looked upon as holy men, the most faithful wit- 
nesses had to endure every imaginable torture and insult. Sane 
reason and science were despised and disgraced; the universities 
were on the pay roll of Rome and were subjected to enforced 
silence. The councils degenerated into tools of the Popes, strug- 
gling in vain against the Antichrist to regain the influence which 
they had at one time possessed. Princes and people sighed under 
the burden of this tyranny. A frank expression was a crime, cru- 
sades were urged against those who dared to resist, heresy courts 
were instituted, funeral pyres were erected, and every form of 
torture was invented against the witnesses of Jesus. The whore 
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was made drunken with the blood of the saints, she drank of it to 
excess, and she drinks of it still. To cap the climax, the commands 
of the Pope were issued as in the name of the Triune God, as in 
Christ’s stead; on pain of losing salvation people were commanded 
to believe in the errors and inventions of the Pope, and thus the 
consciences were tortured, often in matters altogether silly and 
impossible to carry out. 

“And to what lengths did the Pope go in the use of his self- 
ascribed spiritual power? Did he not issue numberless commands 
placing an unbearable and indescribably shameful yoke upon the 
Church of Christ and the nations? Already in the 9th century 
a large collection of papal laws appeared; then already it contained 
the greater part of the Canonical Rights, this bible of the Papacy; 
and in the course of centuries the collection was enlarged by the 
addition of decrees of later Popes. The spirit that breathes in this 
book is not that of the Gospel nor even that of law and justice; it 
is the spirit of tyranny that is rampant in its man-made laws. 
Moreover, it has been falsified to a large extent, since many decrees 
contained in it were manifestly not issued by the Popes whose 
names appear above them. Not even the name of the man who 
made the collection is known; like a clap of thunder out of the blue 
sky, the book appears in history, a veritable deus ex machina. But 
horrifying was its success, firmly forged by it were the bands in 
which the Church was compelled to suffer for a long time. The 
most horrible of these laws deserve special mention. There is the 
law commanding celibacy, issued already in the 11th century. This 
law was forced upon the priests, at least in Germany, by fomenting 
a revolution of the laity against the clergy who were unwilling to 
bow under this yoke. There are the commandments regarding fast- 
ing, which arbitrarily denied Christians the enjoyment of God’s 
gifts. There is the law of auricular confession, issued in the year 
1215. There is the commandment forbidding the reception of the 
Holy Sacrament under both forms, which was the principal cause of 
the bloody war of the Hussites. There is, finally, the commandment 
forbidding the reading of Holy Scripture by lay people, this master 
tool of papal domination, since it barred them from the armory in 
which they might find weapons to defend themselves against the 
Pope’s tyranny. This latter commandment alone and the satanic 
trickery with which it is still being defended as a salutary measure 
by the followers of the Pope, is proof sufficient of the spirit dwelling 
in those who issued that commandment. Christ says: ‘Search the 
Scriptures,’ etc., John 5:39; the Pope prevents those who desire to 
read Scripture and should do so. He fears Scripture; were he to 
allow indiscriminate reading of the Bible, he would be signing his 
own death sentence. For that reason he leads his followers into the 
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wilderness of human and devil’s doctrine and tells them: Here is 
Christ and there is Christ.* 

“One more thought. What has become of the Law and the 
Gospel in the hands of the Pope? What does he teach and preach? 
True, the Romanists still have the Ten Commandments, the Apos- 
tles’ Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, the Absolution, Baptism, Holy Com- 
munion, at least in part, and certain other remnants of Christian 
doctrine. But what are these few grains among the mass of chaff 
piled mountain high? What are these few drops of balsam for the 
many within the walls of Babylon who have been wounded unto 
death? What are these faint signs of life in the midst of that death 
prevailing everywhere? What are these few crumbs from the 
richly laden table of the great supper of our Lord? How infinitely 
great must be the power of Christ, who with mighty hand is able to 
sustain His kingdom and to preserve His elect even in the midst of 
His bitter enemies! Has not the very foundation of faith been 
destroyed and rejected in the Papacy, that foundation of which 
Paul says: ‘For other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, 
which is Jesus Christ,’ 1 Cor.3:11? The Papacy knows of no 
original sin. While the name of that sin is used among them, it has 
been emptied of its Scriptural meaning. The doctrine of justifica- 
tion by faith was condemned by the Council of Trent; condemned, 
I say, in spite of the fact that just with reference to this doctrine the 
Apostle Paul writes to the Galatians who had departed from it, 
‘Though we or an angel from heaven’ (much more so the Pope, who 
is inspired by the devil) ‘preach any other Gospel unto you than 
that which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed,’ Gal. 
1:8. The Romanists exalt love above faith. They have changed 
faith, this work of God, into a work of man, and a very significant 
work at that. Instead of two Sacraments they have seven, and they 
are supposed to be effective even without faith. The means of 
grace, Baptism and Holy Communion, have been distorted and 
mutilated. They exalt the vows of monks and their penance above 
Baptism and have changed Holy Communion into a sacrifice in 
which the priests everywhere offer Christ again and again as an 
unbloody sacrifice, an offering for the living and the dead. Bread 
and wine, so they believe, are changed into the body and blood of 
Christ by the act of consecration, and the cup is refused the laity 
in direct disobedience of Him who instituted this His testament 
(Mark 14:23; Matt. 26:27). And what shall we say of all the other 


* Owing to enlightened public opinion, a modification of these 
decrees has been granted. An encyclical of Leo XIII, dated Jan. 25, 1897, 
states that “all versions in the vernacular, even by Catholics, are pro- 
hibited, unless approved by the Holy See, or published under the vigilant 
care of the bishops, with annotations from the Fathers of the Church and 
learned Catholic writers.” 
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doctrines of devils which prevail in the Church of the Pope among 
young and old; about purgatory, about praying to the saints, about 
penance and confession, about monastic vows, about the rosary, and 
many other matters? 

“Is it really possible? Is it true that Rome teaches, confesses, 
and defends all these abominations? Yes, these stones and scor- 
pions the ‘Mother Church, without which there is no salvation, 
gives to her hungry children in place of the bread of life, which she 
keeps from them by force! She has led thousands upon thousands 
of those whom the Lord has redeemed by His precious blood along 
the broad road to hell, groaning under the yoke of her bondage. 
And she has plunged other thousands into fierce temptations and 
agonies, so that only in their later life, perhaps only in the hour of 
death they recovered themselves out of the snare of the devil and 
learned to rely altogether on the grace of God alone. She has per- 
secuted Christ’s witnesses and drunk their blood and made the 
earth desolate for no other reason than to enjoy temporal luxury 
and to be permitted to rule for a short season in this transient 
world. This is the truth, and no one can deny it, least of all Rome 
herself. It cannot be otherwise, here must be Antichrist. The Mass 
alone, this continual blasphemy, brands Romanism as the Anti- 
christ. All other evils combined: the unbelief of Voltaire, revolu- 
tion, Mohammedanism, the Talmud, Mormonism, are not the 
Papacy. In Rome we find all the hostility against God and His 
kingdom concentrated. She is the great arsenal of all evil spirits; 
the mother of harlotry and every abomination upon earth. We 
have escaped her clutches. Shall we look back as did Lot’s wife? 
Dare we underestimate what ihe Lord has done for us? Dare we 
deny the danger out of which we have escaped? Dare we forget 
the distress out of which we have been delivered? Or dare we 
grow carelessly secure because three and a half centuries have 
now elapsed since Luther nailed his theses to the Castle Church in 
Wittenberg? A relapse would be worse than the first falling away 
(2 Pet. 2:21, 22). Dare we permit ourselves to be misled by the 
good things which the Pope may have done now and then? Is it 
not Rome which, though not openly, yet in fact takes the position: 
‘Let us do evil that good may come,’ and do good in order that we 
may engage in sin all the more? No, let us call white white, black 
black, sour sour, sweet sweet; let us call the Papacy the Antichrist; 
doing so, we will be giving the Papacy its due, we are but follow- 
ing the word of the Lord: ‘Whosoever therefore shall confess Me 
before men, him will I confess before My Father which is in heaven. 
But whosoever shall deny Me before men, him will I also deny 
before My Father which is in heaven,’ Matt. 10:32, 33.” 


L. FUERBRINGER 
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Fifth Sunday after Trinity 
Phil. 3:8-14 
In the Third Article we confess: I believe in the communion 
of saints, i.e., the congregation of holy and perfect people, and 
then we continue: and the forgiveness of sins. A contradiction? 
No; for Christians have a twofold holiness, Christ’s and their own. 
Luther ad Gal.3:27: We put on Christ according to the Gospel 
(justification, a perfect righteousness) and according to the Law 
(sanctification, the incipient righteousness). St. Louis, [X: 463 ff. 


The Twofold Righteousness of Christians 
1. Perfect righteousness through faith 
2. Imperfect righteousness in life 


1 


Paul scored 100 per cent on six points of Judaistic righteous- 
ness, vv. 5,6. Had surpassed his comrades in zeal, Gal.1:14. But 
he suffered the loss of this righteousness, v.8. (Note the passive 
voice.) The Pharisee is proud of his own righteousness, and it was 
not easy for Paul to give up the greatest treasures of Pharisaism. 
And there is a Pharisee in all of us. Therefore impossible for the 
Old Adam to confess: Nothing in my hands I bring; naked, foul, 
full of sin I am. How difficult to consider the highest treasure of 
the old Adam as dung, garbage, excrement, offal. But Paul had 
learned it, and so must you and I. 

Only by giving up everything which the Old Adam treasures, 
i.e., human righteousness, can we win Christ and be found in Him. 
Paul is not speaking of the mystical union described in John 15:1-5, 
but of justification; not of the Christ “in us” but of the Christ 
“for us.” The entire world stood in Christ before the judgment 
seat of God. In Christ the entire world is absolved, declared per- 
fectly righteous. Faith appropriates the entire Christ, for Christ 
cannot be divided, and thus the believer has the righteousness 
which is of God, a perfect righteousness. Rom. 3:21, 22; 4:5. 
Justification is a forensic act. And therefore Christ’s righteousness 
is the believer’s perfect righteousness. Thus Paul lost everything 
in order that he might gain everything. 

To know this in true faith is the greatest knowledge, v.10. 
The perfect righteousness rests upon the resurrection, Rom. 4:25. 
To win Christ, to know Christ, to be found in Him, in short, to 
have Christ’s perfect righteousness, means that we must experi- 
ence the power of His resurrection. The guard at the empty tomb 
witnessed the fact of Christ’s resurrection, but did not know its 
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power. Paul first experienced the power of Christ’s resurrection 
on the way to Damascus. There he experienced that Christ lives 
and that Christ alone was the Captain of his salvation, 1 Cor. 15: 
8-10; 1:30. Of course, everyone who has accepted Christ’s perfect 
righteousness, won for us on the cross and sealed in the resurrec- 
tion, will be an offense to the world. The world hates Christ’s 
righteousness and transfers its hatred to the perfectly justified, 
The enmity of the world leads: to persecution and possibly to 
martyrdom. Paul learned this at Damascus, Acts 9:16. Cp. Rom. 
8:17; 1 Cor. 4:10; Gal.6:17; Col.1:24. But he is not disturbed, 
for he knows that it will lead to his glorious resurrection. The 
uncertainty in “if by any means” is not concerning the fact of his 
resurrection to glory (he was certain of that, 1:6), but concerning 
the manner in which he would reach this goal, whether by a natural 
death or by martyrdom. To have and to retain Christ’s perfect 
righteousness through faith is Paul’s only amibition in life. 


2 


But is Paul’s theology not anomalous? He had renounced all 
righteousness to gain Christ’s perfect righteousness and then strives 
for the righteousness of life. No contradiction, because there is 
an indissoluble connection between justification and sanctification. 
Paul shows this in all his epistles, especially Romans. See Luther’s 
Preface to Romans on the relation of justification and sanctification, 
reprinted in Trigl., p.941, $10. Paul’s theology expressed epi- 
grammatically by Luther: Faith alone justifies, but faith is never 
alone. Paul makes much of the Christian’s personal righteousness. 
Cp. Rom. 6:1-14; 1 Cor. 9:24-27; 2 Cor.6:14-18; Gal. 2:20; Eph. 
6:1-18; Phil. 4:20; Col. 3:1-5; etc. Many have misunderstood 
Paul, and have placed the doctrine of sanctification into the center 
of Paul’s theology. Perfectionism of the Roman Catholic Church, 
the modern holiness bodies, our own Old Adam. The perfectionist 
has the mistaken idea that a “relative” perfection is sufficient. 
Pentecostals speak of relative, Adamic, angelic, and absolute, or 
divine, perfection. Our Old Adam compares his life with that of 
his neighbor. 

We must strive for righteousness in life. But it is never perfect. 
True, we must distinguish between the fruits of the spirit, which 
are God-pleasing, and the carnal righteousnesses, which are filthy 
rags. But Paul shows that the personal righteousness of Christians 
is imperfect. (1) He has not attained, vv.12a; 13a. Object of 
“attain” is implied in “made perfect,” particularly v.15. The final 
end of Christ’s work is our perfect sanctification in heaven. (2) He 
follows after, presses toward, the mark; in other words, perfection 
in righteousness is a goal which is still in the future. (3) A steady 
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progress, step by step. Today we must overcome this besetting 
sin; tomorrow another battle must be fought; next year a different 
spiritual problem. must be solved. There is growth, but the full 
stature is not reached in this world. Eph. 4:12, 13. 

And as we feel the imperfections in personal righteousness — 
and we feel them in increasing measure — we earnestly long for 
the goal of our faith life, namely, perfect personal righteousness 
at the throne of God. Amen. F. E. MAYER 





Sixth Sunday after Trinity 
Eph. 2:4-10 

The world operates on the basis of work and wages, desert 
and reward. So closely is this principle woven into the thinking 
of man that it is hard for him to imagine any other basis on which 
God operates toward him. It is the mark of man-made religion 
that it inserts this principle into the relation between God and 
man; that it makes man earn, wholly or in part, the good things 
that God has for him. Man is apt to belittle things given to him 
as a gift and regard them as less valuable than things earned, or 
deserved. To permit this idea to invade religion, however, robs 
man of his sureness of God and deprives God’s gifts to man of 
their goodness. It is the purpose of this sermon to exalt 


God’s Gifts to the Christian, the Gifts of His Pure Grace 

The text before us 5 

1. Emphasizes that God’s relationship to the Christian is that 
of grace 

2. Describes the gifts offered to the Christian by this grace 


1 


God stands in the relationship of grace to the Christian; He 
is rich in mercy, acts with great love, v. 4, shows to us the exceed- 
ing riches of his grace and kindness, vv. 7, 8. 


A. This implies that man earns nothing from God. 


1. He is unable to earn anything from God. By nature he is 
dead in sins, v.5; without strength, Rom. 5:6; even the Christian’s 
deeds, viewed in the light of their earning power, are imperfect, 
Is. 64:6. 

2. There can be no change in the dead condition of man by 
himself; God must make the whole change. This change is there- 
fore an act of God’s grace, vv.5,8,10. This grace reaches out 
toward man and makes the all-important difference in his life 
through Christ Jesus; notice vv.5,6,7,10. His work for man, 
carried out through a sinless life and an innocent death, is the 
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basis upon which God can forgive man’s sins and set up a new 
life; hence Christ is everything to man, to the Christian; He is 
God’s great gift, 1 Cor. 1:30; 2 Cor. 9:15. 

B. This removes all occasion for boasting. 


1. Pride is natural to the human heart; man loves to multiply 
occasions for pride. He tends to misuse even his religion to exalt 
his own sense of importance; pomp and ceremony; self-satisfaction 
of religious activity and organization. But God has deliberately 
planned the way of salvation to remove all occasion for boasting; 
v.9; 1 Cor. 1:29, 31;- Rom. 3:27. 

2. There is only one thing that the Christian can do with the 
gifts of God: he cannot earn them; he can only accept them as 
a gift by faith; and even the faith is God’s own doing, v. 8. Instead 
of boasting, therefore, there can be only humble gratitude in the 
Christian heart, and a full sway of God’s grace in his life. 


2 

The apostle views the grace of God as a precious jewel; he 
turns it in every direction and picks up every radiant and colorful 
reflection. The gifts of God’s grace are really only one, the work 
of Christ Jesus; but there are varied results. 

A. The gift of quickening. 

1. By nature man was dead in sins, incapable of any life 
toward God, any good to man that God could regard as life. 


2. But God has quickened us. We are made alive. This is 
a spiritual life, beginning at once; v.5; Rom. 6:1-7; but it means 
life without end and in a far grander state than the present; 
vv.6,7; Rom.6:8ff.; it means an eternal being with God and 
with one another. 

B. The gift of salvation. 

1. By nature man is lost, lost to his own power for good and, 
above all, lost to God; vv. 3, 5. 

2. God has given us salvation. This gift strikes the heart of 
man’s need; for it gives him forgiveness of sins and peace with 
God, v.8; it gives it to him without condition and abundantly, 
since the work of Christ is accomplished, complete, sufficient; 
v.8; Rom. 4:16; 5:20; 11:6. 

C. The gift of a good life. 


1. The true Christian religion emphasizes the work of God; 
that is everything. But it does not on this account keep silence 
about the life of the Christian; God has saved him with the design 
that he should live a life of good works, v.10. That design is 
carried out also by grace, through the redemption of Christ 
Jesus, v. 10. 
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2. By faith, then, let us accept quickening and salvation; by 
faith, as saved and redeemed sinners, let us produce those works 
which are the completion of God’s purpose of grace in us. 


RicHarp R. CAEMMERER 





Seventh Sunday after Trinity 
Heb. 12:5-11 


Since we are living in trying times, since there are so many 
wrong and sinful views concerning trials and afflictions, we consider 


God’s Views Concerning Trials and Afflictions 


1. Trials and afflictions in the lives of Christians are marks 

of sonship 

2. Trials and afflictions train for greater faith, service, and 

sanctification 
1 

A. St. Paul admits that the Christians to whom this epistle 
was addressed had suffered hardship and persecution; cp. 10:32-34. 
But the persecution and the trials had not as yet reached their 
climax, and not so many had lost their very lives. Therefore the 
apostle says: Heb.12:4. In order to give them strength for the 
coming ordeal, he gives them the exhortation and instruction of 
the text. 

B. V.5. The apostle reminds us of a word of exhortation 
and comfort which we dare not forget, Prov.3:11,12. Lest they 
fail to read it, he quotes the word for them, v.5b. We note that 
only for God’s children are trials and afflictions the tokens of 
fatherly care and love. Children of this world often suffer the 
same afflictions as Christians; but for them these things are not 
the correcting, disciplining hand of God, but rather the heavy hand 
of an angry God because of their sin, their unbelief, their im- 
penitence. But here God speaks to His children, the Christians, 
and He urges them not to underestimate the correction of the Lord, 
His entire method of training and educating His children. It may 
be training through suffering; but it still is training, the same type 
of training that a good Christian father and mother give to children 
entrusted to their care. Hence there must not be any fainting, 
any despondency because of the trying situation, v.5c. Fore- 
warned is forearmed. The Christian in trouble, in affliction, know- 
ing these things, will not despair, will not loose faith, but see in it 
all the loving hand of God. Apply this to our sad war conditions. 
Show that also now there is no reason to underestimate the great- 
ness of the trial, no need to give way to discouragement and 
despair. We need the discipline, the training of God. 





524 Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Epistle Selections 


C. These trials and afflictions are the mark of true sonship, 
vv.6,7. The whole thing seems so natural, so ordinary, in the 
case of the average family that the apostle asks: “For what son 
is he whom the father chasteneth not?” Wherever there is loving 
concern for the welfare of a child, for the future betterment of 
the child, a Christian father, a Christian mother, just naturally 
takes measures to give the child the necessary direction, correction, 
and guidance, even by stern measures. There can be no doubt 
about the loving concern of God. His love is emphasized here 
and in many other passages of the Bible, and so the necessary 
discipline is applied to all members of God’s family. “Whom the 
Lord loveth he chasteneth.” 


D. The lack of such trials and tribulations is not something 
to be elated about, v.7. Absence of divine affliction and discipline 
is an evidence that we are not God’s children, not genuine children 
of the Lord, but it is rather the evidence that we belong to the 
father of lies. How often do Christian people think of this fact? 
Only too often they think that good days, days of health and 
prosperity, are a special mark of God’s grace and that days of 
affliction, of sickness, of trouble, are evidences of God’s wrath. 
It is true that in such days our conscience reminds us of many 
sins, but we ought to remind ourselves of v.8; Job 5:17. 


2 


A. Our text further shows that in the mind of the Lord these 
afflictions have a definite purpose, that of deepening faith, of 
increasing service, and of producing growth in sanctification. 
Vv. 9,10 show us the greater reverence we owe God because of 
His concern for us and in our spiritual development. 


B. The older a person gets, the more does he respect and 
appreciate the good Christian training received from Christian 
fathers and mothers. They gave us training for a short time, 
perhaps only during the days of our youth, v.10a. They at times 
merely corrected us “after their own pleasure,” because we had 
angered them. They may have even made serious mistakes, for 
even the best of parents are frail, fallible human beings. But 
behind it all was loving, parental concern, the earnest desire to 
help their children develop into good, Christian children, good 
citizens for this world and the next. In spite of their errors, we 
love our parents and respect and thank them for the training they 
gave us. 


C. God, our heavenly Father, who gave us not merely our 
body, but also the spirit and soul, trains us not merely for the 
short time of youth, but He trains us even unto hoar hair. He 
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trains us for our eternal profit, “that we may be made partakers 
of His holiness.” Surely the knowledge of these things will help 
us, strengthen us in our faith, and make our pilgrimage through 
life so much easier. 


D. But the afflictions of God are also training unto righteous- 
ness, v.11. The Christian feels his troubles just as keenly as the 
child of the world. But just such afflictions train us in patience, 
in trust, in service. We are more eager to bring forth the fruits 
of righteousness after we have been purged, John 15:2. Afflicted 
Christians are usually the most consecrated Christians. Such train- 
ing of God, grievous though it seems for the moment, prepares 
and strengthens us for eternal salvation, 1 Pet.1:6-9; 5:10; 
Rom. 8:25. 


E. Let us remember these things in the trying days that are 
upon us. When our sons leave for the battlefront, when our 
daughters leave to take up war duties, when defeats come, when 
messages of casualties reach our ears, when our own loved ones 
are taken away, when our homes are destroyed, when our church 
and schools suffer, let us not despair, but let us see in it all a 
mighty call to repentance, a call to increased loyalty to God and 
His kingdom, a clarion call to higher faith and greater sanctifi- 
cation. Then, and only then, do God’s views concerning the nature 
and purpose of His fiery trials become true in us. 

E. L. RoscHKE 





Eighth Sunday after Trinity 
1 Tim. 6:6-10 

What St. Paul wrote in our text 1900 years ago to the young 
pastor Timothy might well serve conditions today, when we are 
warned that for the duration of the war at least the vaunted 
American standard of living must be relinquished and that citizens 
everywhere must confine themselves to actual necessities of life. 

To Christians this is not an unreasonable expectation. Nor 
does it impair their contentment and happiness. While indeed our 
country’s need provides an added incentive, they are at all times 
mindful of this divine truth: “Godliness with contentment is 
great gain.” 


On the basis of our text let us consider: 
True Contentment 
Note how the apostle 


1. Describes true contentment 
2. Exhibits its gainfulness 
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1 


A. V.6. St.Paul describes true contentment as inseparably 
connected with, and inevitably resulting from, “godliness.” Eioé- 
Bea, subjective religion, piety, worshipful, trusting adoration of 
the true God in all His glorious majesty, His power, love, and 
wisdom. Particularly in. His transcendent love in Christ Jesus, 
The assurance that this God is his God fills the Christian’s heart 
with serene contentment. Ps. 23:1; 73:25, 26; 42:11; Matt. 6:25 ff; 
Heb. 13:5. 

B. V.8. Contentment is to be satisfied with the necessities 
of life — food and raiment, including shelter. 

a. Discontent arises from perverted appraisal of values. Our 
American standard of living demands over and above actual neces- 
sities all manner of conveniences, comforts, even luxuries, and 
abundant means to procure them. Without these we have become 
prone to discontent, self-pity, etc. 

b. Contentment is satisfied with “daily bread.” Cf. treatment 
of Fourth Petition in Schwan’s Catechism. Contentment comes 
from true appraisal of values, realizing that besides actual neces- 
sities for physical existence there are blessings, cheap, yet price- 
less, which the humblest may enjoy. Happy family life, friendship, 
health, beauties of nature, national blessings of free democratic 
institutions, etc. One may refer to contentment in pioneer days 
with all their hardships. 

Hence contentment may and should fill Christian hearts even 
in these trying days. 

Such contentment is indeed “great gain.” 


2 


A. St. Paul exhibits the gainfulness of true Christian con- 
tentment by contrasting it with the opposite — “they that will be 
rich,” “love of money” — and the evil results of this. 

a. The opposite of contentment: “they that will be rich,” v. 9. 
Bovidyevor, the determined, consuming desire to be rich, failure of 
which leaves unhappiness and discontent. “Love of money,” in- 
ordinate, idolatrous love of money as the greatest good and in- 
dispensable for happiness. 

b. The evil results: (1) V.7. It is fatal folly to set idolatrous 
affection on money, which at best is a fleeting possession. Cf. Luke 
12:15-21.— (2) V.9. “Temptation” —to acquire, hold, and in- 
crease worldly goods in a sinful way. “Snare” —the avaricious 
is held captive, enslaved by his vice, entrapped by lusts both 
foolish and hurtful; he is doomed to complete ruin, misery and 
destruction here and hereafter (double term). This is no exag- 
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geration, for v.10 is a matter of common experience and observa- 
tion. While not the only root of evil, certainly love of money is 
the vice which in an outstanding measure leads to all manner of 
sin and evil. Crime statistics show that an alarming percentage 
of crimes is directly traceable to this vice. At the bottom largely 
of present disturbed world conditions. 


c. V.10b sums up evil results. The avaricious stray from the 
way of faith which alone leads to true happiness now and forever. 
“Pierce themselves through with many sorrows” — pangs of con- 
science, endless cares and fears which, especially in our days, 
torment those who worship the tottering idol mammon. Here and 
hereafter, Prov. 13:15 b. 


B. Positively, contentment is great gain, because it is so 
closely related to godliness. 

a. The godly, who put their trust in God, are not deceived. 
God’s promises never fail. They who through faith in Christ have 
Him for their God are in possession of all the wealth of His love, 
are inconceivably rich. 

b. Contentment is happiness. To be content in God, is to have 
all the true desires of the heart satisfied. Ps.37:4. That is happi- 
ness, the greatest gain. 


c. Paul experienced the gain of contentment, Phil. 4:10-13. So 


will all who by the Holy Spirit’s grace acquire this virtue. Hymn 
371: 5. Aucust F. BERNTHAL 








Miscellanea 








Miscellanea 





Perils in Free Prayer 


An article in the Watchman-Examiner having the title “Pulpit 
Prayer” has something to say on the subject placed at the head of these 
remarks. There is, in the first place, a word of commendation for fixed 
forms of prayer. The writer says: “Fixed forms of prayer will always 
be an attraction to multitudes of men and women of intelligence and 
taste. Principal John Caird was ‘greatly interested in the effort after 
greater beauty of holiness, greater attention to fitness and perfection 
of form in the expression of religious feeling.” The author then adds 
a word of caution, saying: “But prayers that are prescribed to be read 
will always present subtle dangers to the unwary, for by frequent 
repetition they are likely to lose their vigor. The monotonous soon 
becomes the unmeaning. Nor will they invariably meet all the needs 
of those who pray.” One will have to admit that these are considera- 
tions which need being pointed out. Then the author discusses the 
point in which we are chiefly interested. His remarks are all the more 
valuable because they come from quarters where not fixed prayers, 
but free prayer has always been considered the normal thing. Con- 
cerning free prayer he says: “But free prayer is not without its perils, 
Many a man who protests vigorously against the imposition of a form 
is in bondage to forms of his own. The objection to read prayers, that 
they lose power by too frequent repetition, holds true against many 
prayers that are not read. Without proper preparation we shall miss 
the beauty, the orderliness, the dignity, and the comprehensiveness of 
the prayer book, while at the same time we shall lay ourselves open 
to the charge of vain and tedious repetitions, of poor taste and slovenli- 
ness, or of failure to voice the real needs of the congregation. Is 
Dr. John Watson unduly severe in his characterization of certain prayers 
as ‘slovenly’ and of his description of them after this fashion [“prayers 
are slovenly”] when a minister embarks on the great affairs of prayer 
without a chart or compass, knowing not whither he may be carried, 
but hoping to arrive somewhere; when the congregation are certain 
that he does not know what he will say next sentence; when he toils 
with a refractory sentence for a while and finally lets it go on in 
despair, hiding his defeat in an outburst of artificial fervor; and when 
he drops into painful colloquialisms that would not be tolerated in 
the humblest public address?” Both what is here said about fixed 
prayers and free prayer should be carefully heeded. A. 


A Great Revival 


In the Kirchliche Zeitschrift for April, 1942, some interesting remarks 
made in the British Weekly, which have to do with religious conditions 
around the year 1800 and the revival that followed, are reprinted. When 
one considers the dark clouds of unbelief and immorality which are 
threatening to envelop our nation, the happenings 140 years ago are 
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quite cheering. Describing the apparently hopeless religious situation 
at that time, the author of the article says: 

“Many statesmen and scholars were infidels and atheists. Their 
avowed object was to destroy Christianity. General Dearborn, Secre- 
tary of War under Jefferson, said that so long as the churches stood 
the nation could not hope for order and good government. 

“The moral life of the people, even in the older settlements, had 
suffered a great breakdown. Contempt for religion was increasing. 
Public morals were increasingly corrupt and profligate. Profanity, 
drunkenness, lewdness, and debauchery abounded. Marriage ties were 
weakening. Drunkenness had never been so prevalent. In eighteen 
years the population increased twofold, and distilleries increased sixfold. 

“The national life was at its lowest ebb. America was morally 
bankrupt. In 1796 a man wrote to Washington: ‘Our affairs seem to 
lead to some crisis, some revolution, something that I cannot foresee 
or conjecture. I am more uneasy than during the War. Washington 
replied: ‘Your sentiment that we are rapidly drifting to a crisis 
accords with mine. What the event will be, is beyond my foresight.’ 

“The period of 1775—1800 was dark and trying. Political, moral, 
and spiritual desolation prevailed. The spiritual life of the Church 
had declined to the place where the churches were no longer aggressive. 
There were few conversions and few accessions, and very few men 
were going into the ministry. Dorchester calls it ‘The Dark Age of 
American Christianity. Leonard W.Bacon, in his history, states that 
‘the two decades from the close of the War of Independence include 
the period of the lowest ebb tide of vitality in the history of American 
Christianity.’ ” 

After this description the author relates how conditions changed: 

“Then came the Revival. The preparations were by a praying 
minority. The condition of the nation was so desperate that only God 
could save it. A few Christians believed He could, and they began to 
pray. In New England a group of twenty-three ministers issued a 
circulating letter calling on the people to pray. From this came little 
praying groups all over New England. 

“The great revival did not originate in the West. The spirit of God 
was working all over the nation. In 1791 a revival began in North 
Yarmouth, Maine. Then came revivals in New Salem, Farmington, 
Middlebury, New Hartford, Shaftesbury, and Boston. It spread over 
all New England. It reached into the Eastern colleges. 

“In many parts of the country days of fasting and prayer prepared 
for this revival. Christian people in many places began to observe 
days of fasting and prayer. At first it was done annually, then 
quarterly, then monthly, then weekly. It was the action of individual 
congregations in all the denominations. It spread from one congrega- 
tion to another. There was little intense agitation. There were no 
famous revivalists. There were no great gatherings. The work of 
faithful pastors at last began to bear fruit. Large numbers of con- 
versions took place, and the life of the Church was revived. 

“One, James McGready, was born in Pennsylvania in 1760 of Scotch- 
Irish parentage. His parents moved to Guilford County, North Carolina. 

34 
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He was licensed by Redstone Presbytery in 1788. He began to travel, 
and preached as he traveled. His preaching stirred people to the 
depths. In 1796, in Logan County, Kentucky, he began to preach, and 
with peculiar power. From this place the revival spread over the 
Western and Southern States. Some of the preachers were James 
Balch, William McGee, William Hodge, William Stone, John Rankin, 
and Robert Marshall, all Presbyterians; John McGee, William Burke, 
and William McKendree, Methodists, and two brothers, Louis and Elijah 
Craig, Baptists. 

“Then, in 1799, two brothers, William and John McGee, one a Pres- 
byterian preacher and the other a Methodist, went through the Cum- 
berland section of Kentucky and Tennessee, preaching in great power, 

“The revival spread over Kentucky, Tennessese, into North and 
South Carolina, into Western Virginia, and into regions north of the 
Ohio River. 

“In the Southwest, on account of a lack of suitable buildings and 
because of the scattered population, protracted meetings were held in 
groves and in the open air. By the year 1800 the people were coming 
from far and near to Logan County, Kentucky, where James McGready 
had begun the revival. They would come and camp for days. This was 
the first American camp meeting, in 1800, in Logan County, Kentucky. 

“In the year 1800, at a little place called Crossroads, in Western 
Pennsylvania, a revival began. The revival was’ brought on by Elisha 
Macurdy, the pastor, and his ‘praying elder.’ This elder, Philip Jackson, 
had a son who was wild and going to the bad. Mr. Macurdy and this 
father went aside one day in the woods to pray for this boy. Shortly 
after, he was converted. This led to a great friendship between Elisha 
Macurdy and Philip Jackson. Mr.Macurdy and his elder, who from 
that time on was known as the ‘praying elder,’ began to pray for a 
revival, and a revival came.” 

It is well for us to ponder these episodes taken from church 
history. They are evidence that God never forsakes His Church and 
that even the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. A. 


Religion in the Public Schools 


“Public-school education on the elementary and secondary levels 
remains almost completely irreligious. This is the only possible con- 
clusion from a recent survey of the movement to release pupils during 
school-hours for religious instruction. The United States Office of Edu- 
cation, which conducted the survey in cooperation with the International 
Council of Religious Education, has announced that only 164,013 children 
in thirty-eight States are attending classes in religion under the leased- 
time plan. Of the 26,000,000 children in the elementary and secondary 
schools, this constitutes a pitiful minority. 

“The survey also revealed that the legal basis for the movement 
lacks as yet a desirable stability and uniformity. During the past year 
attempts were made in seven States to clarify the legality of released 
time for religious instruction. In six States, California, New Mexico, 
Rhode Island, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and Colorado, the bills were 
either defeated or permitted to die in committee. Only in Massachusetts 
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was the effort successful, thus bringing to nine the number of States 
that have provided legislative authority for released time. 

“In the other States where pupils are studying religion during 
school-hours, the only basis for the practice is the interpretation of 
existing State laws by courts and attorneys general. 

“This review has never taken the position that the release of public- 
school children for a weekly instruction in religion represents an ideal 
situation. Over a system, however, in which children are ‘educated’ 
without any reference to Almighty God, it represents a minimum and 
critically necessary advance. In every way possible, religious-minded 
parents should support the movement for released time. Where State 
laws, in the minds of the courts and attorneys general, deny to parents 
the constitutional right of religious education for their children, an 
attempt should be made to secure fitting legislation. In this matter, 
Catholic parents who, for some adequate reason, are unable to send their 
children to a Catholic school, cannot be indifferent. 

“Unfortunately, the survey seems to show that a great deal of in- 
difference exists. In the thirty-eight States where the plan for re- 
ligious education operates, only 357 school systems are giving their 
pupils a chance to enjoy religious instruction. Surely, in the thousands 
of other school systems where the provision for released time has not 
been used, not all the blame can be placed on backward or hostile 
school officials. Some of it must rest on the shoulders and the con- 
sciences of parents, teachers, and pastors. 

“The plan is admittedly inadequate and involves serious inconve- 
niences, but where the souls of our children are at stake, we cannot on 
such grounds justify our inactivity. Furthermore, the bitter opposition 
in some quarters to released time for religious instruction will grow 
stronger in direct proportion to the indifference of Catholics.” 

The above editorial appeared in America (Roman Catholic weekly). 
We reprint it on account of the information it contains and its just 
appraisal of religious instruction for public-school pupils under the 
so-called “released-time” plan. A. 


A Revision of a Revision 


From a lengthy article by Luther A. Weigle, dean of Yale Divinity 
School, on the subject “Revision of the English Bible,” which appeared 
in the Lutheran Companion and in other papers, we cull a few significant 
paragraphs. Our journal has mentioned before that a committee is at 
work attempting a revision of the revision of 1881. Of the men con- 
stituting the committee, six were chosen for their reputation as Old 
Testament scholars, six for their reputation as New Testament scholars, 
and four “for experience in the conduct of public worship and religious 
education.” The following paragraph mentions the names of the com- 
mittee members and the schools with which they are connected. 

“Two of its members were elected from the faculty of Harvard 
University (Cadbury, Sperry) and three from Yale University (Burrows, 
Dahl, Weigle); two from Union Theological Seminary (Bewer, Moffatt) ; 
two from the University of Chicago (Goodspeed, Irwin); and one each 
from the University of Michigan (Waterman), the University of Toronto 
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(Taylor), the Oberlin Graduate School of Theology (Craig), Seabury- 
Western Theological Seminary (Grant), the Southern Baptist Theological 
Seminary at Louisville (Yates), and the Lutheran Theological Seminary 
at Gettysburg (Wentz). One was elected as a parish minister (Bowie), 
Grant and Bowie have since joined the faculty of Union Theological 
Seminary and Goodspeed that of the University of California at Los 
Angeles.” 

On the character which the new version is to have Dean Weigle 
writes as follows: 

“The new Revised Version is not to be a ‘modernization’ of the 
English Bible. We have modern versions enough — some of them excel- 
lent. The reader who wishes to get the meaning of the Scripture in 
a quite fresh translation from the original language or in diction pur- 
posely up-to-date, can get this in the translations by Moffatt, Weymouth, 
Goodspeed, J.M.P.Smith and his colleagues, Ballantine, the Twentieth 
Century New Testament group, and, most recently, Father Spencer. 
These versions vary greatly, of course, in excellence; and some are 
more deliberately ‘modern’ than others. But there they are —a sufficient 
variety, surely. There is no need for the American Standard Bible 
Committee to undertake to add another to the list of versions in modern 
language. 

“But there is great need for a Revised Version fully abreast of 
modern scholarship as to the meaning of the Scriptures but cast in 
diction worthy of a place in the great tradition of the English Bible from 
Tyndale to King James. To this end the Committee is charged to take 
the present American Standard Version as its basal English text and to 
make such changes only as are approved by a two-thirds vote of the 
entire Committee. Broadly speaking, changes are to be made only where 
deemed necessary for the sake of correctness of meaning, clarity of 
expression, simplicity of style, or finally, adherence to the King James 
Version where subsequent changes now appear to be unnecessary or 
inadvisable.” 

“The Committee has decided to return to the usage of the King 
James Bible with respect to the divine name. The new Revised Version 
will retain the word ‘Jehovah’ where the King James Bible uses it and 
will elsewhere translate the divine name as ‘GOD’ or ‘the LORD.’ The 
opening sentence of the Twenty-third Psalm, for example, will read: 
‘The Lord is my shepherd.’ This is the long established usage, not only 
of the English versions made by Christian scholars, but also of the 
Jewish English versions of the Scriptures. The Committee is simply 
abandoning an innovation that dates only from 1901.” 

We finally mention the principles which are to govern the transla- 
tion. Dean Weigle says, “The three outstanding requirements that must 
be met by the new revised version are: 1) It must seek with fidelity and 
accuracy to convey the meaning of the Scriptures as found in the best 
available Hebrew and Greek texts; 2) it must convey this meaning in 
clear, idiomatic, concise English; 3) it must be euphonious, readable, 
and suited for use in public and private worship.” The effort of these 
scholars engages the interest of all lovers of the Holy Scriptures. A. 
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Luthers Sdhrift ,Ob Kriegsleute aud) in einem feligen Stande fein 
finnen” und ein durd) die Yahrhunderte fic) ziehender Drudfehler 


Xn einer Regenfion der Schrift P. SteinfeS “The Bible and War” 
(,2utheraner”, 1941, S. 244) hatte ich gejagt, da e3 nidt gegen Sehrift 
und chriftlich-lutherifces BVefenninis ijt, an einem gerechien Krieg fich gu be- 
teiligen und dann tweiter bemerft: Run aber fann der Fall entitehen, dak 
einer in feinem Getwiffen iibergeugt ijt, dDaB ein Krieg ungerecht ijt; dann 
barf ex nicht dDaran tetlnehmen und muf um de Getvifjens willen leiden, tas 
iiber ibn vberhangt wird. Wenn er aber nicht imftande ift, gang flar und feft 
gu entjdeiden, ob ein Strieg geredht oder ungerecht ijt, meil er nicht alle 
Gingelheiten, die gur Veurteilung notig find, fennt, dann fol! er jeiner Obrig- 
feit, wie man fic) im Englifden ausdriict, ‘the benefit of the doubt’ geben 
und ifr gehorfam fein, ein Rat, den fon Luther gibt in feiner gang treff- 
lien Schrift bom Jahre 1526 ,Ob KriegSleute auch in einem feligen Stande 
jein fonnen‘, Die mir jest twieder einmal mit hodjtem Yntereffe gelejen 
haben. Luther jagt da: ,Wenn du aber nicht meikt oder fannft nicht er- 
fahren, ob dein Herr ungeredht fet, folljt du den ungewiffen Gehorjam 
um ungetiffen Rechts twillen nicht fchiwachen, fondern nach der Liebe Art fich 
de3 Veften gu Deinem Herrn berfehen.‘“ WLS ich diefe Worte Luthers wieder 
{a8, war mir allerdDing3 der Wortlaut ettvas eigentiimlich, aber ich gab die 
Worte, wie fie in unferer Lutherausgabe enthalten find und forfdhte nicht 
toeiter nach. Bald darauf fdrieb mir aber einer unjerer Paftoren und 
jpradh die Meinung aus, daR Hier twohl ein Drucfebhler vorliege, und dah 
Luther wohl nicht gefagt Habe ,follft Du den ungemwiffen Gehorjam um 
ungeliffen Rechts willen nicht jchwachen“, fondern vielmehr, ,,jollft du den 
gewiffen Gehorjam” (gegen die Obrigfeit) ,um ungetvifjen Rechts willen 
nicht fehiwadhen”. Cr berief fich dafiir auf eine Stelle in D. Piepers ,,Dogz- 
matif” (Band III, S. 82, %nm. 300). Er jelbft hatte die ihm gugdnglicjen 
Lutherausgaben verglicen, aber iiberall fand er ,ungewifjen Gebor- 
fam“. Deshalb erfuchte er mich, weiter nachguforfden, und ifm dann den 
Vefund mitguteilen. Cr hatte auger der St. Lonifer-Wusgabe (X, 525) und 
unferer ,uther$ Volfsbibliothef” (5, 154) auch die Berliner Wusgabe nach- 
gejhlagen, die ebenfal3 , ungewijfen Gehorjam” hat (7, 426) und die 
englijche itberjebung (Holman oder Philadelphia Edition, 5, 68), die den 
Gak fo wiedergibt: “But if you do not know, or cannot find out whether 
your lord is wrong, you ought not to weaken an uncertain obedience 
with an uncertainty of right, but should think the best of your lord, as 
is the way of love.” 

Nun forfehte ich tweiter nach, und ich fand diefelbe LeSart in der alten 
Walehfhen Wusgqabe (10, 615), die ja unferer St. Louifer Ausgabe gugrunde 
gelegt ijt, und in der fonft guten Erlanger Ausgabe (22, 283), ebenfo in 
allen dlteren Uusgaben: in der Wittenberger von 1559 (VI, 595), in der 
Senaer bon 1578 (III, 328), in der Altenburger bon 1661 (II, 676) und in 
der Leipziger bon 1734 (XXII, 328). Wlle o}ne Ausnahme haben , unz 
gewiffen” Gehorjam. Aber dann oder vielmehr gleich gu Wnfang ging 
id gu der Wusgabe, die fiir alle Lutherjtudien die Sauptautoritat ift, nam- 
lidh Die Weimarer Ausgabe. Diefe Ausgabe legt mit Recht den allererften 
Drud der Schrift Luther3 bom Yahre 1526 gugrunde und hat tatjachlid) die 
Gielle anders, nit , ungewiffen Gehorfam’, fondern ,gewiffen 
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Gehorjam’. Wir lafjen die Worte in der alten urfpriingliden Sdreip- 
und Druciveife jener Beit folgen: 
/Wenn du aber nidt weift odder fanft nicht erfaren, ob dein herr ungeredt 


fey, Soltu den gewiffen gehorjam umb ungewiffes rechts willen nicht fdyreden, 
jondern nach der liebe art Did) des beften gu deym herrn verfehen.” (19, 657.) 


Und jcdlieplich fehlugen wir auch die neuefte populadre Ausgabe der ,,Gaupt- 
fehriften Luther3” bon Campenhaujen, die Luther im Heutigen Deutfdh reden 
lapt, nach und fanden da ebenfalls die Wusfjage richtig angegeben in fol- 
genden Worten: 


/Wenn du’s aber nicht ficher weit oder nict erfahren fannft, ob dein Herr 
ungeredt vorgeht, follft bu die gweifellofe Gehorfams pflidt nist 
um eines gtveifelhaften Rechts willen abjdwaden, fondern twie’s die Liebe fordert, 
das befte von Deinem Herrn vorausfegen.” (S. 305.) 


Demgufolge mu unjere Wusgabe und alle, die denfelben Fehler haben, for- 
rigiert merden, und dann Mird die Wusfage Luther gang flar und verjtand- 
lich. Wie und wann der Drucfebler entitanden ijt, haben wir nicht fejt- 
ftellen fonnen. 

Die Weimarer-Ausgabe jagt in ihrer Cinleitung gu der trefflicen 
Schrift Luthers: 

nDie Aufnahme, welche diejes Buch fand, war eine verfdhiedene. Cyr. Spangen- 
berg ergablt: US man DdiefeS Biichlein das erfte Mal zu Wittenberg cinjzeln ge: 
drut, ift beftellt worden, da man in etlicen Eremplaren D. Luthers und aud 
Der Stadt Wittenberg Namen jamt der Vorrede und etliden wenigen Worten 
auSgelafjen, Darnad) derfelben Eremplare eines Herrn Borgen (Herz0g Georg) von 
Sachjen beigebracht, als bon andern fernen Orten herfommen. ALS er nun das 
Piichlein gelefen, hat e$ ihm trefflich wohl gefallen, und e$ hoch geriihmt, fonder: 
lich gegen Lucas Maler den Mlteren (Qufas Cranach), welcher damal$ 3u Dresden 
gearbeitet, gu Dem er gefagt: Siehe, Lucas, du rithmft immer deinen Mined ju 
Wittenberg, den Luther, wie er allein fo gelehrt fei und allein gut deutfd) reden 
und gute Biicher fchreiben finne. Wher du irrft hierin fowoh! als auch in anderen 
Stiiden mehr. Siehe, da hab ic) auch cin Biidhlein, das ift ja fo gut und beffer, 
Denn eS Der Luder nimmermehr machen finnte. Hat e8 damit aus dem Bujen 
Gezogen und dem Maler gugetworfen, welcher eS befehen und gefagt: Gnadiger 
Giirft und Herr, diefes Biichlein hat Luther gemacht, allein dak fein Name nicht 
Darauf fteht. Beh habe Hier auch eines bei mir, weltheS er mir jelbft gegeben, 
Darauf fein Name gedrudt. Da foldheS der Herzog befichtigt und anders nicht 
befunden, Denn dab e8 LutherS Arbeit gewefen, ift er ganz 3ornig dariiber in 
ihm felbjt worden und leblic) HherauSgefahren, geflucdt und gefagt: Bft’s dod 
Schade, dak ein folcher heillofer Minch fo ein gutes Buch hat machen follen.‘ 


Ebhenjo haben wir noch nicht fejtitellen fonnen, wie D. Pieper dazu ge- 
fommen ijt, DagB er in feiner ,Dogmatif” den Drucfehler einfach forrigiert 
hat. Gr folgt jonft hier und anderiwarts immer unferer St. Qouifer Ausgabe, 
und friiher, ehe diefe bollendet twar, benubte er die Erlanger Ausgabe. Aber 
er gibt feinen Wuffdlup iiber die Sache. Doc) ijt feine Anmerfung fo twert- 
voll und richtig, dak wir fie bier ebenfalls abdrucfen. 


Hiernad muh der einzelne aud) genau priifen, ob 3. B. ein Krieg gerecht fei 
oder nit. (Vgl. Luther, St. L. X, 413 ff.) Ob ein Krieg gerecht oder ungereddt 
fei, fann weder der Staat (weltliche Obrigfeit) noc) die Kirche (Paftor, Synode) 
nod irgendein Menjdh fiir das Gewwiffen de$ eingelnen entfdeiden. DeShalb fcharft 
Luther ein, nicht blof fo obenhin, jondern ,durd migliden Fleip” die Sachlage 
gu erforfdhen. Das ift natiirlic) aud) der Sinn de 16. Artifels der Wuguftana, 
wo unter den Funftionen der Obrigkeit das ,Recdhte-Rriege-Fiihren” genannt ift. 
Die Limitation gilt nidt blof fiir Das Gebot der Obrigfkeit, fondern auch fiit 
den Gehorjam der Unterianen, wie am Sdhluk deS Artifels ausdriidlid bemerlt 
wird. Cbenfo lehrt Luther an den oben angefithrten Stellen. Nur wo nach an: 
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geftellter fleiBiger Priifung das cigene Urteil unmiglicd ijt, alfo als Refultat der 
Priifung Ungewifbheit iibrighleibt, foll nad Luthers Meinung der Chrift, falls 
er jum RKriegSdienft geswungen wird, ,den gewiffen Gehorfam (gegen die 
Obrigteit) um ungewiffien Rechts willen nicht fhwachen’. 

Offenbar hat auch unjer Lutherredafteur Prof. W.F. Hoppe den Fehler 
nidjt bemerft, fonft hatte er vielleicht tweiter nadhgeforjdt, da er viel die 
Meimarer Wusgabe benubt hat. WAllerdings ift der betreffende Band unferer 
Lutherausgabe jchon 12 Yabhre friiher gedrudt worden (1885), auch nicht von 
Qoppe fiir den Druci vorbereitet torden; der obengenannte Band der 
Reimarer Ausgabe erfchien erft im Jahre 1897. Aber die ganze Sache zeigt 
wieder, twie jorgfaltig D. Pieper feinen Luther gelejen und ftudiert hat. 

Und noch eine Freude habe ich bei diefer Sache erlebt. Der noch jiingere 
Gaftor unferer SGhnode, der uns guerft darauf aufmerfjam madhte, ftammt 
urfpriinglich nicht aus unfjern Kreijen. Geine Cltern maren, fo tweit wir 
wiffen, nicht einmal Glieder der lutherijden Kirde. Cx hat jeine Haupt- 
ausbildung nicht auf unfern, fondern auf andern UAnftalten erhalten, und hat 
nur ein Sar bier in St. Louis ftudiert. CGeine Mutterjprache ijt nicht das 
Deutfche, jondern das Englifde. Wber er hat ein foldes Sntereffe an der 
Gace und an Luther, dafB er die Schriften deS Reformators nicht nur befibkt, 
jondern auch fleipig Vieft und ftudiert. R. F. 


The Eschatological Functions of the Holy Spirit 


This short item is occasioned by the fact that a large number of 
students of Luther’s Small Catechism have been puzzled by the con- 
clusion of the exposition of the Third Article, which reads: “And will 
at the last day raise up me and all the dead, and give unto me and all 
believers in Christ eternal life.” The translation of the Concordia 
Triglotta reads: “And at the last day will raise up me and all the dead 
and will give to me and to all believers in Christ everlasting life.” 
(P.545.) The question arises: Why did Luther, and apparently with 
such definiteness, ascribe the raising of the dead and the giving of 
eternal life to the Holy Ghost, whereas in the eschatological sayings 
of Jesus the Savior speaks of Himself as being engaged in calling the 
dead out of their graves and in calling the elect to enjoy the inheritance 
of the kingdom prepared for them from the foundation of the world? 
Matt. 24 and 25. 

If we consult the classical expositions of Luther’s Small Catechism, 
we find that men like Walther (Lueneburg), Spener, Crueger, von 
Zezschwitz, Nebe, and others have struggled with this and other diffi- 
culties in the Third Article. Nebe (Der kleine Katechismus Luthers, 
ausgelegt aus Luthers Werken, 241 ff.) writes: “As innocuous and inno- 
cent, as smooth and simple as the exposition of Luther seems to be, 
it nevertheless offers the very greatest of difficulties; the explanations 
of the other articles are, in comparison with this one, in the highest 
degree clear and perspicuous. I know that this my opinion will seem 
strange to many; yet this fact cannot cause me to change my opinion. 
There is many a person who does not see the difficulties which are 
lying before his very feet. ... It is clearly Luther’s thought that the 
Holy Ghost assists me in obtaining the forgiveness of sins, the resur- 
rection of the body, and life everlasting. ... Nowhere does the Re- 
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former designate the Church as the agency of salvation; he designates 
it in the sentence beginning with ‘even as’ as a work of the Holy 
Ghost, just as the individual believer is His work, and in the following 
sentence, beginning with ‘in which Christian Church He daily and 
richly, it is again not the Christian Church which is named as the 
institution or instrument by which forgiveness of sins, the resurrection 
of the body, and life everlasting are brought to us, but it is the Holy 
Ghost who effects all this... .. Luther speaks exclusively of the work 
of the Holy Ghost, of sanctification, as he has briefly and correctly 
called it. This work of sanctification, according to my opinion, is treated 
in such a manner, that Luther discusses first the way of salvation, 
on which the Holy Ghost leads the individual as well as the totality, 
the entire people, the Christian Church, as also of the blessing of salva- 
tion, to which He leads us on the designated way of salvation. The 
way of salvation has its definite steps, as the order of salvation sets 
them forth. The blessing of salvation is a threefold one, now in time, 
day by day, the forgiveness of sins, but finally, at the end of time, on 
the Last Day, the resurrection of the body, and after that, beyond 
time, in eternity, life everlasting.” Cf. here Trigl., 688, 41; likewise 692, 59, 

Are we to assume, then, that Luther, by appropriation, ascribes the 
work of the resurrection of the flesh and the blessing of eternal life to 
the Holy Ghost? The Scriptural background for such a procedure 
would, indeed, seem quite tenuous. We have the passage Rom. 8:23: 
“Ourselves also, which have the first-fruits of the Spirit, even we 
ourselves groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, the 
redemption of our body.” No matter which exposition of this verse we 
follow, it is clear that the apostle accords to the Holy Ghost a specific 
function with regard to the consummation of the Christian hope, the 
final redemption, without indicating in any manner that He might be 
exclusively involved in this bestowal of God’s final blessing. Another 
passage which is adduced in order to shed light on Luther’s exposition 
of the Third Article is Heb.9:14: “How much more shall the blood of 
Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered Himself without spot to 
God, purge your conscience from dead works to serve the living God?” 
However, it seems clear that this verse speaks only of the Spirit’s rela- 
tion to the work of Christ’s redemption as a whole and has no bearing 
on any eschatological function of the Spirit. Rom. 8:11 seems even 
stronger. However, see the divergent reading, followed by Luther in 
his translation, also Stoeckhardt’s Commentary. 

We might, in this connection, quote other passages which speak of 
the participation of the Holy Ghost in the entire work of redemption, 
as it culminates in the final deliverance from all evil. But when all is 
said and done, the explanation seems to be contained in two facts, both 
of which are hinted at in Nebe’s exposition of Luther’s text. In the first 
place, since the way of salvation is described, the appropriation of the 
two last works to the Holy Ghost does not exclude the fact, with which 
Luther was also familiar, that the outward operations of the three 
persons of the Trinity (opera ad extra) are performed by them in 
common, or together. If Luther here ascribes the resurrection of the 
body and the giving of eternal life to the Holy Ghost, he does not intend 
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to exclude the divine operation of the other Persons, for it would be 
absurd even to suggest that the Father and the Son did not concur in 
works which are directly associated with them in Scripture. 

And, by the same token, and in the same connection, it is evident 
that Luther intended the last words of the Third Article to be the 
climax of the entire Creed. Although the Holy Ghost is the subject of 
the sentence, the scope of the thought includes the entire work of the 
Godhead in the interest of men, specifically the believers, culminating 
in the glory of the final redemption from all evil. Most obviously the 
assurance constantly being given by the Holy Ghost through the Word 
is included in the scope of the Third Article, but the entire Trinity 
cooperates in bringing about the glorious purpose of God, as pictured 
in Eph. 1:3-14. P. E. K. 

An Honest Appraisal 


Prof. L. W. Spitz of St. Paul’s College, Concordia, Mo., submits an 
interesting section of an article in the American Journal of Semitic 
Languages and Literature which appeared in the issue of April, 1938, 
and was written by W.A.Irwin, with the caption, “The Study of the 
Old Testament — an Introspective Interval.’ We know our readers will 
be grateful for this excerpt. The corrections which are required every 
Lutheran theologian can at once supply. 

“However, as important as these various aspects of Old Testament 
study may severally be, there is a question that transcends all in 
significance because it subsumes all. We are coming with increasing 
clarity to a realization of the basic issue: What meaning and significance 
has the Old Testament at all for our day, and what social and religious 
value, then, has any of our work? Criticism was born in the atmos- 
phere of a dominant dogmatism, and step by step it was compelled to 
make its way in the face of bitter denunciation, of keenest opposition, 
and of cynical abuse. The story of the struggles of those early workers 
into whose heritage we have entered, and the too often tragic tale of 
the price which they paid for their intellectual honesty, is not our 
present issue. It has become a part of that richest treasure of our 
spiritual heritage —the freedom of the human soul. But we must be 
concerned that the movement which they inaugurated and which in 
course of time has come into the keeping of our weaker hands has gone 
far beyond anything they could have anticipated. The Biblical critic 
finds himself now in much the position of the medieval magician who 
raised the devil and then was quite unable to lay him again. We 
have taught people to ask incisive and penetrating questions about the 
Bible; we have given them our well-considered conclusions which were 
all too correctly dubbed destructive; and now we find that our ideas 
have penetrated to the common public in the garbled form inevitable 
in that transition, with the result that the prevalent notion today is 
that the Bible is nothing more than an interesting collection of ancient 
fables with little validity and certainly no significance for this modern 
world. While the educated person, more particularly the one whose 
education lies close to Biblical matters, would repudiate this crass ex- 
treme, still the fact is that our work has been destructive of that very 
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basis upon which it originally rested and upon which we may say it 
must ultimately rest. Cultured or crude, people of today are more than 
uneasy about the old doctrine of divine inspiration and, having aban- 
doned this, are then hard put to it to find any rational explanation or 
defense of meaning and worth in the Bible at all. 


We have but ourselves to blame for our predicament. We have too 
long vociferously proclaimed, by our conduct if not by our words, that 
the Old Testament is primarily a source of jigsaw puzzles; that it is 
a literature where the expert can amuse himself by chopping up half- 
verses and piecing together stray words to produce most astonishing 
results. Our incessant haggle over the pettifoggery of criticism has 
served to obscure completely the realities of the literature which it is 
our responsibility to expound. Just now we need little so much as 
a vital sense of humor that can laugh at absurdity even when it is our 
own and can then beget a sane balance and wholesome outlook. We 
must see criticism in its proper perspective. Important as its contribu- 
tions have been, far-reaching as is its significance, it is nothing more 
than the gate through which we enter in; it is only an approach to the 
Bible, an extremely valuable approach it is true, but still only an 
approach. And after we have done our work, after criticism has said 
its last word, the Bible still remains just what it has been for two 
thousand years and more. We have found nothing to invalidate its 
place through these many centuries and in our own day in the loving 
devotion of religious people. Our keenest investigations have failed to 
shake the basic conviction; on the contrary, they have but enhanced 
the mystery that here we deal with the oracles of God. Our supreme 
problem at this moment is the restatement of this ancient faith not 
by abandonment of our criticism but in the light of all that criticism 
has done for us. And I affirm my conviction that it is no hopeless task; 
the realities lie in full view for those who would see them. After the 
age of Biblical criticism it is now high time that we revive the era of 
Bible teaching.” Pp. 180—182. 


A New Approach to the Chronology of Jesus’ Life 


In the Anglican Theological Review for January, 1942, Prof. A. T. Olm- 
stead of the Oriental Institute, University of Chicago, publishes an article 
having the title “The Chronology of Jesus’ Life,” to which the attention 
of our readers should be drawn. He and his colleague, Dr. Waldo H. Dub- 
berstein, have drawn up a table with the help of which the exact dates, 
including the precise day of the week, can be established for many 
events. The period covered extends from 625 B.C. to 46 A.D. To be 
more precise, it is always the first day of each month which is fixed 
through this table. How this achievement may have a bearing on the 
chronology of the life of Jesus is evident. Professor Olmstead assumes 
that the crucifixion of Jesus occurred the 14th of Nisan. In common 
with the great multitude of scholars he holds that the day of the week 
was a Friday. Consulting his table, he finds that in 29 A.D. this date 
was a Monday, in 30 A.D. it was a Friday, in 31 A.D. a Wednesday, ete. 
His conclusion is, “By elimination the year of the crucifixion can be 
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only 30 A.D., when the Passover fell on Friday, April 7.” He further- 
more states that according to the old “Easter Canon,” if one calculates 
back to the period of Christ, Easter in 30 A.D. fell on April 9, which 
would mean that Good Friday was April 7. This is indeed a remark- 
able confirmation. Professor Olmstead says, “No longer is doubt per- 
missible as to the date of the crucifixion. Friday, April 7, 30 A.D., is 
established as firmly as is any date in ancient history; in fact, few dates 
in Greek and Roman history before the adoption of the Julian calendar 
are as sure.” 

We regret to see that as a result of what he considers a definite 
and incontrovertible conclusion he holds that Matthew, Mark, and 
Luke are in error when they give us the impression that the date of 
the crucifixion was the 15th of Nisan. We wonder whether he has 
not heard of the latest solution offered to harmonize the synoptic writers 
with John in this point. It is dwelt on at length in the book of Prof. Paul 
Feine having the title “Jesus” (published by C. Bertelsmann, Guetersloh, 
1930), pp. 115—124. Professor Feine and other scholars hold that among 
the Jews there was disagreement off and on as to the precise day when 
the new year began. In his view the high priests and their adherents 
followed one way, the Pharisees another in this particular year, and 
thus it came about that what the high priests called the 14th of Nisan, 
many of their countrymen called the 15th. For details I have to refer 
the reader to Feine’s work. 

As to the general reliability of Luke, I should like to quote this 
paragraph from Professor Olmstead’s article: 

“All this agrees with Luke, but two objections have been raised. 
One is not serious, the dating by the high priesthood of Annas and 
Caiaphas. We know much about the upstart high priest Annas or 
Ananus, how five of his sons followed him in his exalted office, while 
John adds the further information that Caiaphas was his son-in-law. 
Through sons and son-in-law he remained the power behind the throne 
long after his title of high priest had become merely honorary. Josephus 
gives us examples of ex-high priests who continued to be called by 
that title, but in none was it so appropriate as with Annas. This is 
the reason why Annas is bracketed with Caiaphas in the present 
instance, why John recognizes him as the actual assassin of Jesus, why 
later Luke again makes him the leader of the Jewish people in the 
opposition to the early Church. As to the inclusion of the tetrach 
Lysanias of Abilene, this is not ‘a gross chronological error’; it is the 
modern critic who has confused the Lysanias who lived in the days 
of Augustus with the successor whose tetrarchy was added to that of 
Philip to form a kingdom for Agrippa and whose inscription at Abila, 
modern Suq Wadi Barada, I ‘squeezed’ in situ in 1904.” 

With respect to John’s Gospel I, of course, find myself in full agree- 
ment with Professor Olmstead when he emphasizes the reliability of the 
chronological statements in this book of the Bible. But what of his 
contention that the ministry of Jesus began in 29 A.D., hence lasting 
merely a little more than a year? This view necessarily contradicts 
the chronology of this evangelist, because according to his Gospel there 
were (at least) two Passovers during the ministry of Jesus before the 
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final one on which His crucifixion occurred. Cf. John 2:13 and 6:4, 
Professor Olmstead gets rid of the difficulty by holding that John 6:4 
is not authentic but an interpolation. He says, “By the elimination of 
the interpolated Passover in 6:4, John has been brought into agreement 
with the other Lives [Gospels] who all have a one-year ministry.” 
This I have to consider an unwarranted procedure, because the textual 
evidence for the existence of an interpolation at this place is altogether 
insufficient. Perhaps the most startling assumption in this article is 
the resurrection of the old view (of Irenaeus) that Jesus was about 
fifty years old when He was accomplishing His ministry. Professor 
Olmstead relies on John 8:57 for that view. He says: “We must there- 
fore accept it and date the birth of Jesus about 20 B.C. Such a date 
is perfectly consistent with the fundamental tradition given to both 
Matthew and Luke, that Jesus was born in the reign of Herod, for Herod 
ruled from 37 B.C. to 4 B.C. If Jesus was not far from fifty when 
He began His preaching, the whole story of that ministry gains in 
plausibility; for the first time we can understand how He came to be 
accepted as an authoritative ‘Rabbi.’” But, surely, the words of the 
Jews, John 8:47, do not compel us to hold that Jesus was close 
to fifty when the episode occurred. Besides, there is the definite 
statement of Luke that Jesus was about thirty years when He began 
His ministry, Luke 3:23. That Jesus would not have been accorded 
recognition as a rabbi if He had been merely thirty years old, is a mere 
assumption. The only argument that Professor Olmstead can advance 
is contained in this sentence, “Those who know their Near East will be 
difficult to convince that so young a man could have been accepted as 
a teacher of authority.” My intention, however, was not to argue 
about the various points raised in the article of Professor Olmstead, 
but merely to draw attention to it as an important study bearing on a 
topic in which every Christian theologian is intensely interested. 
A. 
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What Does the U.L.C. A. Teach on Inspiration? — Dr. Henry Grady 
Davis, professor at the U.L.C.A. Seminary in Maywood, Ill., has pub- 
lished an article in the Lutheran Church Quarterly which is of more 
than passing interest. It was written immediately after the U.L.C.A,, 
at its convention in Omaha in October, 1940, had, by majority vote, 
adopted the Pittsburgh Agreement with its paragraph on the inspiration 
of the Scriptures. On account of the importance of the issues dwelt on 
we reprint the article in its entirety. Dr.Davis writes thus: 

“Two conceptions of inspiration or approaches to inspiration are 
present in historic Lutheranism. Both these conceptions were defined 
at Omaha in the discussion of the Pittsburgh Agreement, and both 
were recognized as being present in sound Lutheranism. 

“The first of these two conceptions has to do chiefly with the com- 
position of Scripture. The process of inspiration is so far defined that 
it can be given a descriptive adjective; it is verbal inspiration. It means 
that the words of Scripture stand as they are because the Holy Spirit 
put them there, just as they are. This conception of inspiration is set 
forth in the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod (quoted in the Balti- 
more Minutes, p. 468). It appeals to certain prooftexts and interprets 
them in the light of this conception. 

“The second conception is harder to give a name to, precisely 
because the mode of inspiration is not defined at all. It is based on 
a more general view of the whole process of revelation which culminated 
in Christ and the Gospel. In this conception, inspiration is accepted 
as a fact, the writers being the agents God chose and used, and the 
product being God’s Word, without any attempt whatever to define 
the mode of inspiration. It is set forth in the Baltimore Declaration on 
The Word of God and the Scriptures (Baltimore Minutes, 472 ff.). 

“In America up to now, the United Lutheran Church has been, 
if not the chief exponent of this second conception, at least the mightiest 
champion of a Lutheran’s right to hold it. Our own Commission has 
called it our view and has contrasted it with the other view. I quote 
their words (Baltimore Minutes, p. 469): ‘It is not our judgment that 
we can regard their views as outside of a Lutheran conception of the 
Scriptures, much less that they can so regard our views.’ 

“In his appeal at Omaha for the adoption of the Pittsburgh Agree- 
ment, the President of the United Lutheran Church stated truly that 
there has never been agreement on the conception of inspiration and 
that these two conceptions have existed and do exist. The reason why 
both can exist in Lutheranism is that no definition of inspiration, and 
no descriptive adjective as applied to inspiration, has Confessional 
standing. It will be noted that we have not contended that ‘verbal 
inspiration’ is outside of actual Lutheran belief, but that it is extraneous 
to Confessional Lutheranism. This means our Confessions, ending with 
the Formula of Concord. Neither ‘verbal’ inspiration nor any other 
Species of inspiration is in our Confessions. Inspiration—yes. That 
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Scripture is God’s Word—yes. That Scripture and nothing else on 
earth can define doctrine—yes. That Scripture is the only infallible 
rule for faith and life—yes. But that inspiration is this or that or any- 
thing else — no. 

“The Pittsburgh Agreement goes beyond this. It says a unique 
operation ‘is called inspiration.’ Is it rightly called inspiration? Then 
it is inspiration. ‘Operation is inspiration’ — ‘Inspiration is operation,’ 
Inspiration is ‘a unique operation . . . by which the Holy Spirit supplied 
content and fitting word.’ Does it mean to say He could supply fitting 
words without supplying words? Does this singular, ‘word,’ mean He 
supplied only one word? Are there, then, other words in the Scriptures 
which He did not supply? On its face value, this statement means that 
the Holy Spirit supplied all the words of Scripture, that the words of 
Scripture stand as they are because the Holy Spirit put them there, 
just as they are. This is verbal inspiration, and it was properly called 
verbal inspiration at Omaha. But it is only one, the first, of the two 
legitimate conceptions of inspiration. We make it official in our agree- 
ment with the American Lutheran Church; and this agreement gives 
no recognition at all to the second conception which was called ‘our 
view’ at Baltimore. 

“Did we express ‘our view’ in the Baltimore Declaration? Is the 
Pittsburgh Agreement also ‘our view’? Are they the same? Our Com- 
mission considers them so (Omaha Bulletin, p. 224): ‘The Commission 
considers these Articles (Pittsburgh) nothing more than the application 
to present conditions of doctrine and principles already contained in 
the aforesaid Confessions and Constitution (U.L.C. in A.) and in the 
accordant declarations and resolutions (Washington, Savannah, Balti- 
more). Yet the President said in his appeal at Omaha that there was 
something more, ‘something in the Pittsburgh Agreement not in the 
Baltimore Declaration, namely, ‘recognition that there is such a thing 
as verbal inspiration,’ and said he had told the American Lutheran Com- 
mission as much in the last meeting together. There is something more, 
then, and it is ‘Verbal Inspiration.’ It is the first of the two legitimate 
conceptions, openly avowed by name. And this is not ‘our view.’ It is 
‘their view,’ called by the name they use, ‘Verbal Inspiration.’ The one 
thing in the Pittsburgh Agreement not in the Baltimore Declaration is 
the view that all along we have been contrasting with our own view; 
it is the opposite view to the one set forth in the Baltimore Declaration. 
It would have been in order for us at Omaha to recognize ‘their view’ 
as within sound Lutheranism. What we did, however, was to adopt ‘their 
view’ as our own. Does anybody suppose that we have really changed 
from ‘our view’ to ‘their view’ in two years? Or do we really hold either 
of these views? Or perhaps there are not two conceptions at all, but 
only one! Any supposition can hold now! 

“So now the doctrine of verbal inspiration stands canonized in our 
latest (and, if the Commission’s judgment prevails, our last) doctrinal 
pronouncement as one prerequisite for any move toward closer relations. 
It stands without qualification of any sort. It is unqualified by any 
acknowledgment that there is a second legitimate conception within 
sound Lutheranism. It is unqualified by any word of denial that 
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mechanical dictation is meant; and what more could dictation supply 
besides content and words? It is unqualified by any hint that this is 
an extraconfessional agreement for practical purposes. It must be 
remembered that not the Commission’s report but only the text of 
the Agreement will be promulgated. 

“The word ‘errorless’ likewise stands unqualified. It is spoken 
here of the Bible just as it stands. It is not qualified by any hint to 
the unwary that it doesn’t mean the Bible as we have it, but means only 
the originals —a qualification the strongest believers in verbal inspira- 
tion are careful to make. Dr. Reu says it (In the Interests of Lutheran 
Unity, p. 71): ‘We repeat, the inerrancy is to be ascribed only to the 
original copies. Not a few wonder about this limitation, but hardly 
with good reasons. We speak here of the operation of the Spirit upon 
the holy writers called inspiration, and this was active not in the 
preservation of the existing copies, but in their production.’ (He goes 
on to show an obvious error of fact in the Bible and to admit others.) 
There is no such qualification as this in the Pittsburgh Agreement. 
It is all stated as of our present Bible just as it is, and will of course 
be so understood. 

“Finally, the Pittsburgh Agreement was adopted as one which, 
in the Commission’s judgment (Omaha Bulletin, p. 225), we should 
now adopt and faithfully abide by. It was stated at Omaha that 
adopting it would make no essential difference. Do we not mean to 
abide faithfully by this agreement? Will faithfully abiding by it 
make no difference? Will faithfully abiding by it in the classroom 
mean ceasing to teach or countenance the more general conception of 
inspiration, and teaching verbal inspiration as here set forth? Will 
it mean closing our publication channels to all literature that smacks 
of the second rather than the first conception of inspiration and Scrip- 
ture? What else that usually goes with verbal inspiration will it mean? 
The Convention at Omaha did not discredit its Commission or its 
head. The issue at Omaha was carried, but it was not settled. The issue 
in classroom and parish is now raised for the first time. If this Agree- 
ment stands, it will gall the shoulders of faithful teachers for decades 
to come. 

“In view of these things, some of us claim the right of holding the 
other of the two conceptions ‘within the scope of historic, Confessional 
Lutheranism,’ the second conception as defined in the Baltimore 
Declaration, not the verbal conception. We reserve the right to repudiate 
the Pittsburgh Agreement as a statement of our belief about inspiration 
and as the required basis of any closer relations to other Lutheran 
bodies. We feel that it is a surrender by ourselves, and on demand, 
of that one of the two legitimate conceptions which we have called our 
own, without any recognition of it whatever. We claim the right to 
retain this view and to teach it. We stand ready to acknowledge the 
other view as legitimate for those who hold it. But we should refuse 
to enter any relationship that denies an equal right to ours. 

“Ardently desiring Lutheran unity, we take this position in the 
firm conviction that the Lutheran Confessions themselves afford the 
only basis on which unity is possible, and that to bring in issues which 
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do not have Confessional standing makes for confusion and disunity 
rather than peace.” 

From this article it is clear that in the U.L.C.A. there is no 
uniformity of teaching as to the doctrine of inspiration. The question 
that arises is whether Dr. Davis correctly defines both the Missourj 
Synod position and that which he himself holds together with others, 
When he asserts by implication that the Missouri Synod view includes 
an attempt “to define the mode of inspiration,’ we demur. We believe 
in verbal inspiration, but that merely means that we believe every 
word in the Scriptures is divine. It does not mean that we say we 
can state in which way God inspired the holy writers to give us His 
Word. A more correct description of the two views would be to say 
that the Missouri Synod teaches the inerrancy of the Scriptures, while 
Dr. Davis and his associates hold that there may be errors in the 
Scriptures in matters not pertaining to the doctrines. 

When Dr. Davis says that the Lutheran Confessions do not give us 
a definition of inspiration, he is technically right, because it is true 
that there is no paragraph or sentence in the Confessions in which 
a definition of inspiration is submitted. But it can be confidently 
asserted that there are numerous statements in the Confessions in 
which verbal inspiration is implied and presupposed. What interests 
the Lutheran reader in particular is that Dr.Davis repudiates the 
Pittsburgh Agreement, asserting that it teaches verbal inspiration. 
Evidently he holds that if the Pittsburgh Agreement contains loop- 
holes where a denier of verbal inspiration may find a means of escape, 
these are not sufficient. Dr. Davis believes that in spite of what the 
Commission of his Church stated as to the full agreement between the 
Baltimore Declaration and the Pittsburgh Agreement, it must be said 
that the Pittsburgh Agreement contains something which is not con- 
tained in the Baltimore Declaration, namely, “verbal inspiration.” He 
thinks a person is justified in finding in the Pittsburgh Agreement an 
acceptance of “mechanical dictation” —a view which, of course, we 
cannot share. 

Another criticism which he voices is that the Pittsburgh Agreement 
does not state that inerrancy can be predicated merely of the original 
manuscripts and not of any manuscript as we have it today. It is true 
that the Pittsburgh Agreement does not make mention of this particular 
fact, but was it necessary? It has often been stated in recent 
years that whenever plenary, verbal inspiration is asserted of the 
Scriptures and inerrancy is claimed for them, it is the original manu- 
scripts of the prophets, apostles, and evangelists that we have in mind 
and not the productions of the copyists. Dr. Davis might just as well 
find the Pittsburgh Agreement objectionable because it says nothing 
about the evaluation which we put on translations of the Scriptures. 

In one respect Dr. Davis is right. A doctrinal issue of this kind 
cannot be settled by the fiat of a convention composed of representatives 
of a church body. If a doctrinal promulgation is to have value, it must 
represent the convictions of all the members of that church body. 
If such conviction cannot be at once attained concerning a teaching of 
God’s Word, then there should be a process of patient instruction, con- 
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tinuing till final unanimity has been reached. Special cases, where 
on account of weakness of understanding there will continue to 
be a divergence, are not here considered. The fathers of our Synod 
were right when they insisted that in matters of doctrine there would 
have to be unanimity if the resolutions in question were to have 
validity. Bearing this in mind, one must say that the U.L.C.A. makes 
a grave mistake if it holds that it has satisfactorily disposed of the 
controversy on inspiration. Consciences cannot be coerced. Any attempt 
to browbeat a minority into assent to doctrinal propositions by the 
weight of superior numbers and other external considerations must 
be absolutely discouraged. We hope that the article of Dr. Davis will 
not be brushed aside in the camp of the U.L.C.A. as representing 
merely the views of a small group of people in that church body, but 
that his Church will deal with him and those who are likeminded and 
not rest till unanimity in this important matter has been achieved. 
A. 

Race Fanaticism.— A missionary serving the Baptist Church in 
Burma reports an incident that happened in Arkansas which shows 
to what lengths race fanaticism will go. Writing in the Christian Century, 
he says, “Sixteen years ago my father, who shepherded a Baptist flock 
in a forsaken Arkansas town, was asked by the Negroes near our home 
to come and preach to them. As he walked along a dark street on his 
way home from the service, a white man, self-appointed guardian of 
proper distances between the races, knocked my father to the ground 
with a blow from behind. He then shot his pistol twice — perhaps not to 


hit my father, but only to frighten the Negroes—and beat his fallen 
victim to unconsciousness with blows across the face from a loaded 
inner tube. When my father regained consciousness several minutes 
later, he stumbled into a friendly home and with the aid of its people 
back to us.” Undoubtedly the assailant thought that he was rendering 
the cause of truth and justice a real service. What blindness prejudice 
will produce! A. 


An Association of Evangelicals.—-“The National Association of 
Evangelicals for United Action” was recently organized in St. Louis. 
Dr.Harold Ockenga of the Park Street Congregational Church, Boston, 
was elected president, and members of a variety of Fundamentalist 
denominations are on the new board of directors. The purpose of the 
organization is to give expression to those aims of Protestant, evan- 
gelical churches at present not given voice by the Federal Council of 
Churches. Member denominations and individuals must subscribe to 
a set of fundamental doctrines: 1. The Bible the inspired, infallible 
Word of God; 2. One God, eternally existent in three Persons; 3. The 
Deity of Christ, the Virgin Birth, His sinless life, the Vicarious Atone- 
ment; Christ’s Personal Return; 4. The need of regeneration in every 
human being; 5. The resurrection of the saved and of the lost; 6. The 
spiritual union of all believers in Christ. The sharply polemic attitude 
of the recently organized American Federation of Churches toward the 
Federal Council was rejected and the invitation to join the American 
Federation declined. R.R.C. 


35 
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“If They Do Not Believe Moses and the Prophets.” In the Christian 
Century we find in the correspondence from Chicago this peculiar para- 
graph, “Repeating the Lord’s Prayer and saying, ‘Clarence Darrow, I am 
here in fulfilment of the pact that we made with each other,’ Claude 
Noble waited last week in Jackson Park for the fourth time for Darrow 
to speak. It was the fourth anniversary of the death of the great lawyer 
and agnostic. Noble was keeping a pact made in 1937 in which Darrow 
promised that if he found an afterlife, he would try to communicate 
with Noble on the anniversary of his death. Asked whether he had 
any results, Noble replied, ‘No, but I am going to keep on trying as 
long as I live.”’” “This is an evil generation; they seek a sign, and there 
shall no sign be given it but the sign of Jonas the prophet.” Luke 11:29, 

A. 

A Real Logomachy. The Sunday School Times last fall printed a 
letter written by a West Virginia pastor who violently objects to the 
term “being born again,” holding that the right expression to use would 
be “to be begotten again.” The Sunday School Times correctly states 
that to make the distinction which its correspondent has in mind would 
make the work of Sunday-school teachers, child evangelism workers, 
and parents needlessly difficult. We fully agree with the editor. It strikes 
us that the discussion proposed by the West Virginia pastor would lead 
to altogether unnecessary refining and should definitely be assigned to 
the category of logomachies against which the Scriptures warn us. Paul 
has some hard things to say about the person who “is proud, knowing 
nothing, but doting about questions and strifes of words [lit.: logo- 
machies], whereof cometh envy, strife, railings, evil surmisings,” 
1 Tim. 6:4. A. 


“Priests Teach the Antithesis of Protestant Christianity to Protestant 
Youth in a Presbyterian Endowed College” — From The Catholic Tele- 
graph, organ of the archdiocese of Cincinnati (Roman Catholic Church) 
The Christian Beacon (April 9, 1942) quotes a news article showing how 
the Church of Rome is exerting its power in the Presbyterian Lincoln 
College, Lincoln, Ill. We read: “A unique Catholic educational program, 
devised for a local emergency, is meeting undreamed-of success in marked 
influence upon non-Catholic students and faculty members. Lincoln 
College is a Presbyterian institution attended by some Catholic students. 
When a situation arose that curtailed the religious freedom of those 
Catholic students and imperiled their graduation chances, the Catholic 
clergy of the city rallied under the leadership of the Very Rev. W. P. 
White, pastor of St. Patrick’s Parish, and the Rev. Leo P. Henkel, pastor 
of St.Mary’s Parish. An unusual program was devised that not only 
secured the religious liberty of the students and cleared their path 
toward graduation, but also developed into an opportunity for the 
presentation, by priests, of Catholic truths to audiences of non-Catholic 
students and educators. 

“Lincoln College is supported to a great extent by endowments 
made by Presbyterians with the expressed stipulation that religious 
education be made obligatory under penalty of losing the endowments. 
Quoting the college bulletin: ‘Each student is required to take three 
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semester hours in this department (religious education) for gradua- 
tion. ... The Rev.H.F. Prendergast, assistant of St. Patrick’s Church, 
who has been closely linked with the undertaking, says that Catholic 
students objected to being instructed in non-Catholic doctrine. They 
were warned that religious instruction was necessary to graduation. 
They carried their complaints to Father White and Father Henkel, who 
presented the Catholic side of the picture to the college authorities.” 
The result was that an arrangement was made by which the religious 
instruction could be conducted by priests. The report continues: “The 
Catholic clergy conduct their classes with complete freedom and inde- 
pendence. The classes, which meet regularly in a classroom of the 
college assigned for that purpose, have been operating since September, 
1941. Every Catholic student of Lincoln College has purchased a copy 
of the recently revised edition of the New Testament and copies have 
been placed in the college library. The priests of Lincoln have been 
given the opportunity of addressing the whole student body of the col- 
lege and the members of the faculty on matters of religion.” 


In righteous indignation The Christian Beacon comments on this 
report: “There is reproduced on page two the story of a Presbyterian 
college opening its doors to a Roman Catholic priest and of his going 
in and preaching the Catholic doctrine and winning the support and 
approval of many of the students. This story is reproduced from a 
Roman Catholic paper sent to us by a Protestant. It gives some idea 
as to what the Roman Catholics really think about the weakness and 
foolishness of the Protestants. This talk on the part of Protestants about 
being broad-minded is ridiculous to Roman Catholics. Can you imagine 
for a minute a Roman Catholic school opening its halls to a real, true 
Protestant and permitting him to come in and explain the doctrine of 
justification by faith and the Protestant position concerning the priest- 
hood? They would not think of it. But a decaying and apostate Prot- 
estantism, which forgets all about the horrors and tyranny of Catholi- 
cism through the centuries, which closes its eyes to Martin Luther and 
John Huss and to the struggles of England, will open its doors and let 
in that doctrine which exalts the Pope. Our Presbyterian and Prot- 
estant forebears would do more than turn over in their graves if they 
could read such an item. Where has American Protestantism gone? We 
certainly can respect the Roman Catholics and those of any other 
religion which differs from ours, but that does not mean that we must 
open our doors and let them come in and teach our young people their 
false doctrines. God forbid! How are the mighty fallen!” 

When aggressive Romanism meets flaccid modernistic Protestantism, 
it is not hard to tell on which side the victory will be. Nor is it hard 
to find the lesson which this news story teaches orthodox Lutheranism. 
Standing on principles always pays. J.T.M. 


Church Conditions in Spain.—In the Lutheran, Julius F. Seebach, 
in his page called “In the World’s Eye,” gives the following information 
on conditions in Spain: “The Protestants in Spain wish the days of 
the Loyalist Government were back again. During the time that was 
blackguarded by Franco and his backers as ‘the rule of the Red satellites 
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of Russia,’ though it was really a government elected by the first free 
vote of the people of Spain, Protestants had their first freedom of 
worship in that unhappy land. Even the Catholic Church had more 
liberty of conscience and worship than it has had since. At least 
Basque priests were not slaughtered by the hundreds by the Loyalists, 
as they were by Franco’s Moors, because they sided with the people. 
Against Franco’s solemn promises to the Protestants on the eve of his 
triumph, he has closed all Protestant churches and schools, and their 
ministers are subject to all kinds of humiliating and distressing re- 
strictions. All soldiers and public service employees, whatever the form 
of their faith, are compelled to attend the Catholic Mass, but, for all 
that, the parish priests are not happy under the pressure of Franco's 
totalitarian government. Resentment is piling up behind the scenes, 
and all classes are waiting for another revolution to break through 
the present tyranny.” 


Science vs. Seance. — Under this heading The Calvin Forum (April, 
1942) publishes a helpful article on spiritualism, which, owing to the un- 
certainties and anxieties of the Second World War, is again flourishing 
and against which pastors must warn their parishioners with new em- 
phasis. When Luther in his explanation of the Second Commandment 
declares that God here forbids also the use of witchcraft, and when our 
synodical Catechism speaks of “conjuring, fortunetelling, consulting the 
dead, and similar satanic arts,” we are by no means treating of super- 
stitions of an unenlightened past, but there is in all these things a 
satanic element of which we must beware. Among the “abominations” 
which God’s Word condemns are the works of him “that useth divination 
or a charmer or a consulter with familiar spirits or a wizard or a necro- 
mancer.” (Cf. Deut.18:10-12.) The article in The Calvin Forum holds 
that in most cases “the phenomena [of spiritism] are not in any sense 
objectively real, but are all produced by the medium fraudulently.” 

It says: “This has been the opinion of professional conjurers virtually 
without a break from the time of the Frenchman Robert Houdin, who 
first became suspicious of the Davenport Brothers, and the team of 
Kellar-Fay, who exposed their methods after first spending a time in 
collaboration with them, all the way down to Houdini, Thurston, and 
Blackstone of contemporary fame. There is no doubt that the majority 
of professional mediums are cheap mountebanks. There is very little 
that a clever artist in sleight-of-hand cannot do, especially in the semi- 
gloom of a seance cabinet, aided by the intense ‘will to believe’ of the 
average bereaved sitter.” 

But not everything in the realm of spiritualism can be reduced to 
downright fraud. The article goes on to say: “However, it is rather 
striking that a life-long scientific student of psychic phenomena, utterly 
unbiased by spiritualistic faith, namely Harry Price, does not speak so 
highly of the argument of the magicians. In commenting on the Carl 
Murchison symposium published under the auspices of Clark University, 
he said: ‘I think the scientific standard of the book is lowered by the 
reprinting of the chapters from Houdini’s A Magician Among the Spirits, 
a collection of mediumistic tricks most of which no fake medium out- 
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side a lunatic asylum would dare to use.’ (Price, Fifty Years of Psychic 
Research, p.69.) It is true that the fraud hypothesis is not a compelling 
argument. The fact that someone can produce sights and sounds that 
look very much like spiritualistic phenomena, does not prove that the 
other phenomena are not real and caused by an utterly different in- 
fluence.” 

Under the subheading “Seeking New Horizons” the article goes on 
to say: “When we go from physical to mental or psychic phenomena, the 
facts are not so easily deflated. ... Even fraud holds possibilities of 
interesting speculation. Fraudulent mediums may not only be self- 
deceived into thinking that they wield supernatural power, but they may 
even begin by exercising carefully planned methods calculated to de- 
ceive, thinking all the while that they are executing every step of the 
process, only to find that they delve into it so deeply that they find 
themselves convinced that they are actually wielding a supernormal 
power. Mulholland began as a purely fraudulent stage mind reader, 
and at last, he says, it began to ‘get’ him until he began to believe he 
was exerting supernormal power. Seabrook begins by explaining all 
black magic as purely psychological and ends by admitting that there 
is something more, something hellish. [Italics ours.] I think we need 
not doubt that many spiritualistic mediums wield a real power, whether | 
consciously or unconsciously. We need not say that the power is super- 
natural; let us say that it is ‘supernormal’ or ‘paranormal.’ That is the 
careful conclusion to which more than one reputable scholar working 
through the years in the field of psychical research has come.” 

Touching on the “new psychology,” the writer says: “This leads us 
to the tentative conclusions arrived at through the recent experiments 
in the field of the mysterious powers of the human mind, which may 
go far to explain some of the phenomena of spiritualism. Some of these 
experiments and conclusions fall in the sphere of psychology or ‘para- 
psychology.’ They are derived from experiments in hypnosis, autosug- 
gestion, and telepathy. Other conclusions lie rather in the terrain of 
metaphysics and are the result of observations in the field of precognition, 
clairvoyance, and like phenomena.... It seems that we are groping on 
the edge of a whole realm of mental potentialities about which we knew 
very little before and not very much yet. The thing that is so baffling, 
is that in order to study anything with scientific, laboratory certainty, 
it should be capable of regular control, but the very effort to tie these 
fleeting phenomena down to planned occurrences, means that they will 
escape us. Raupert [a Catholic research worker in this field] would 
make answer that it proves that we have no right to seek such revela- 
tions, but have the right to accept only those that come to us un- 
solicited. It seems to the author that these dimly seen but apparently 
real increated powers ought to be studied thoroughly before relegating 
them either to spirit. or demionic influence.” 

We have quoted enough of the article to impress on our readers 
the necessary warning “Hands off!” This, of course, is nothing new, 
but the new approach may inculcate the more emphatically the old 
lesson learned from God’s Word. It was not a Christian believer that 
went to the witch at Endor. J.T. M. 
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Brief Items.— On April 23 (the feast of St.George) Dr. William 
Temple “was enthroned 98th Archbishop of Canterbury” to occupy 
a place once held by his father. The ceremony took place in Canterbury 
Cathedral, which thus far has escaped serious injury through the 
bombing operations of the enemy. War conditions, however, were 
reflected distinctly, for “many windows had been removed and the 
statuary was protected with sand bags.” 62 Anglican bishops attended, 


One can hardly pick up a religious journal from the Reformed 
camp without seeing in it an article having to do with the question of 
what the peace aims of the nations at war should be. While it is not 
for the Church to dictate to the State, it is quite proper that the Church 
preach the attitude pointed to by Jesus in His Sermon on the Mount 
saying: “Blessed are the peacemakers.” In proclaiming and enlarging 
on these words of Jesus the Church is altogether within its proper sphere. 

From the religious press we take the information that the Y.M.C.A. 
is endeavoring to raise a large sum of money for work among prisoners 
of war. The budget set aside for this work is $600,000. Work is to 
be begun for the American prisoners taken by the Japanese. The Living 
Church comments, “Such welfare work on behalf of war prisoners 
is provided for in the Geneva Convention of 1929, and this treaty the 
Japanese have agreed to respect.” This paper continues, “As it is a 
reciprocal treaty, the program of the Y.M.C.A. must include not only 
the 210,000 prisoners of the United States whom the Japanese prime 
minister claims have been captured but also such Japanese prisoners 
as are in American and British camps.” 

From New York comes the sad news that a ship carrying interned 
German missionaries and other prisoners of war from one of the Dutch 
possessions in the East Indies to India was sunk by Japanese bombers. 
The tragedy happened near Sumatra. The bulletin says that among the 
328 victims there were a number of missionaries. 

The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary at Louisville, Ky., this 
spring graduated the largest class in its history, numbering 130 students. 
On that occasion Dr. John R.Sampey, who served the school as president 
since 1929 and who is 78 years old, presented his resignation. 


Arch Oboler, a radio dramatist, is reported to have delivered an 
address in which he urged that radio programs be put on the air which 
would stir intense hatred in the minds of the American people for their 
enemies in the war. His address aroused a good deal of opposition, 
and at a meeting sponsored by Ohio State University a resolution was 
adopted stating “that religious broadcasts in wartime as well as in 
peacetime should not only avoid stirring up hatred against human 
beings of any race, nation, or creed, but should seek to contribute to 
the understanding and good will which are basic to a just and durable 
peace among the peoples of the world.” 

Southern Baptists are still outside the Federal Council of Churches, 
but one of their journals pleads in a contributed article that the course 
of the denomination be changed. The argument advanced is that since 
nations can unite in spite of such grave differences in political outlook 
as separate Russia and the United States, certainly the churches should 
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not find it impossible to present a united front, their differences not- 
withstanding. He forgets that the churches have a divine, infallible 
rule which they must follow, the Word of God. 

In Presbyterian circles the plan has been advocated to make the 
retirement of ministers who have reached the age of 73 compulsory. 
A countermove has been started requesting that adoption of such 
a retirement rule be postponed for the present because on account of the 
war there is a real shortage of clergymen. 

The religious news from Norway deserves more than passing notice. 
The details of the struggle between the Lutheran clergy and the 
Quisling government, we hope, can before long be presented to our 
readers in a special article. 

A writer in the Presbyterian states that of the 1,204 foreign mis- 
sionaries of the Northern Presbyterian Church only 100 more are in 
America at present than is normally the case, and he states that half 
of these missionaries on furlough are the wives of missionaries that are 
still in the field. These people evidently intend to carry on mission work 
in spite of the war. 

In the Lutheran we read a statement to the effect that in Wash- 
ington, D.C., properties belonging to 13 Roman Catholic orders have 
been declared to be subject to municipal real-estate taxes. The situation 
is in part described in the following paragraph: “The Marist Seminary 
and College, with properties valued at about $300,000, have 19 occupants 
of the seminary and 65 pupils in the college. Said the District Real 
Estate Tax Exemption Board: ‘We could never bring ourselves to believe 
that property of this great value can be exempt from real-estate taxes 
for this number of students.’ ” 


According to the Religious News Service, which is quoted in the 
Lutheran, the Mississippi Legislature has passed a bill making it a felony 
to preach against U.S. participation in the war. The bill is said to be 
directed against such groups as “Jehovah’s Witnesses.” It is not intended 
to brand as wrong criticism of conduct of the war. 


The Buffalo Y.M.C.A. received a large bequest from George B. 
Matthews, a business man of Buffalo. After he had given the organiza- 
tion $150,000 during his lifetime, he presented it with a gift of $350,000 
through his will. The money is to be used for the benefit of the Negro 
people of Buffalo and vicinity. 

Not long ago Dr. Otto A. Piper, who until 1933 occupied the chair 
of Karl Barth as professor of theology at the University of Munster, 
Germany, became professor of New Testament literature and exegesis 
at the Princeton Theological Seminary. His theology is that of the 
Reformed churches. 


George S.Counts of Columbia University’s Teachers College re- 
minded the educators that “British sociologists tell us that the first don’t 
of the war is: Don’t close the schools. They have found that the cost 
of taking care of juvenile delinquency is much greater than the cost of 
keeping children from becoming delinquent. Britain found that closing 
the schools produced ‘a terrible rise’ in juvenile delinquency.” — Chris- 
tian Century. 
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As a curiosum we reprint this little bit of news from the Christian 
Century: “The pastor Irving D.Wilday [of the Kings Highway Con- 
gregational Church, Brooklyn] resigned last Monday night, giving as 
one of his reasons the objection of the majority of the members of the 
church to agree with him that ‘The Star Spangled Banner’ be sung 
every Sunday morning.” 


Before a group of Lutheran students in Chicago, Dr. Conrad Bergen- 
doff, president of the Augustana College and Seminary at Rock Island, 
made the statement that the Lutheran Church of Germany is not 
responsible for Naziism. To prove this statement, he pointed to the 
fact that there are three large church groups in Germany: Roman, 
Reformed, and Lutheran; with what right does anybody single out the 
Lutherans as having fathered Naziism? Besides, so he emphasized, in 
the Scandinavian countries Lutheranism evidently has not led to Naziism. 
And finally, everybody will have to admit that the brand of Naziism 
which dominates Japan was not created by the Lutheran Church. He 
might have pointed to Italy and reminded his hearers that the Italian 
brand of totalitarianism, Fascism, certainly cannot be blamed on the 
Lutheran Church. 


The church press reports the death of Prof.George Adams Smith, 
who from 1909 till 1934 was principal of Aberdeen University, Scotland. 
He is known for his two-volume work on Isaiah and especially for his 
well-known work “The Historical Geography of the Holy Land.” He 
got to be eighty-six years old. 


According to a report in the Presbyterian the Northern Presbyterian 
Church is beginning to feel a shortage in its supply of ministers. 
“In the last five years our ordination of men has been only 83 per cent 
of our deaths in the ministry. During the past ten years our ministry 
has decreased about forty per year and our churches at the rate of 
forty-eight per year. The total for the past four years is a net decrease 
of 193 in the ministry and 202 in the number of churches.” The 
shortage may soon be very serious. 


Joseph C.Brown, pastor of Broadway Methodist Church, located 
on the Near North Side (Chicago), on last Sunday adorned his pulpit 
and illustrated his sermon with hundreds of whisky bottles picked up 
recently on the lawn of his church. — Christian Century. 


William Paton of London, secretary of the World Council of 
Churches, recently declared in an address at Hartford, Conn., that 
Christianity survives in Russia and is no longer interfered with by the 
government. One indication, he said, is the number of Christian funerals, 
which are no longer banned. — Christian Century. A. 
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cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Pocket Bible Hand Book. By H. H. Halley. 10 West Elm St., Chicago, Ill. 
516 pages, 442x6%. Price, $1.00. 


The first edition of this book appeared in 1927. Its sale has been 
so phenomenal that in 1941 it was published in its revised and enlarged 
14th edition. The book contains much valuable information on the Bible, 
chiefly archaeological, historical, and isagogical. Including the Fore- 
word, it contains 36 distinct parts. Besides this, it contains 71 different 
Bible maps and 91 pictures and illustrations. To secure his material, 
the author used over 110 sources of information, among them outstanding 
modern works on archaeology, church history, and Bible introduction. 
The first edition had 16 pages; the 14th edition, with 516, is 40 pages 
larger than was the 13th. Almost nothing has been omitted in the 
new edition to present the Bible to the reader in its complete archaeo- 
logical and historical setting, and yet the handbook size has been 
so well retained that it fits easily into any average coat pocket or a 
woman’s purse. We recommend the book to readers whose doctrinal 
and historical knowledge enables them to distinguish between right 
and wrong. Others must be warned. The writer’s approach is funda- 
mentally conservative, but (perhaps to enlarge the circle of his readers) 


he presents the various views on disputed points (conservative and 
liberal, millennialist and nonmillennialist) in such a way that the un- 
indoctrinated reader is left in a quandary and in danger even of being 
misled into false doctrine. A strange warning is voiced on page 468: 
“Don’t do too much doctrinal study, namely, when you read the Bible.” 
Evidently the writer has taken this advice very seriously. 

J. THEODORE MUELLER 


“Let Not Your Heart Be Troubled.” John Fourteen: Chapter of 
Resurrection Life. By Robert C. McQuilkin, D. D. Issued by 
Columbia Bible College, Columbia, S.C. 65 pages, 54 x8. Price, 
25 cents. 

The twelve chapters of this book do not offer an exposition of the 
chapter in the traditional form, but rather take up the chief thoughts 
of the text in the form of devotional units, such as “The Three Persons” 
(the Trinity), “The Three Disciples,” “The Three Mansions,” “The 
Three Prayers,’ “The Three Comings of Christ” (the Incarnation, 
Christ’s coming to judgment, and the fellowship of faith through the 
Holy Spirit). The exposition abounds in beautiful sayings, as when the 
author, in speaking of “The Three Mansions,” states: “The indwelling 
Christ is the pledge of future glory and a foretaste of future glory, 
which will be complete likeness to Christ. How Paul exulted in the 
truth ‘Christ liveth in me’”! (P. 25.) Again: “The gift of the Holy 
Spirit is a gift that the Father gives to everyone the very instant he 
accepts Jesust Christ as his Savior and Lord. All Christians are indwelt 
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by the Holy Spirit. And all Christians have been baptized by the Holy 
Spirit into the Body of Christ.” (P. 35.) Again: “He [Christ] is not 
only the all-sufficient way to heaven, he is the only Way. There is no 
other. As one has said, ‘There may be comparative religions, but Chris- 
tianity is not one of them.’ The Christian faith is never called a religion 
in the Bible. It was called ‘the faith’ and also ‘the way.’ Christianity 
is Christ, and Christ is the Way.” (P. 20.) Every pastor who feels in 
need of some stimulation to emphasize the inner beauty of the way 
of salvation, will find this volume, small as it is, of great value. 
P. E. KRETZMANN 
The Bible’s Seeming Contradictions. 101 Paradoxes Harmonized. By 
Carey L. Daniel, Pastor Sunset Baptist Church, El Paso, Tex. 
Foreword by H. A. Ironside, Pastor Moody Memorial Church, 
Chicago, Ill. Zondervan Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 
155 pages, 54%4x7%4. 

This is a meritorious book, to which we are happy to draw the at- 
tention of our ministerial brethren. It is well written, and the reader is 
delighted by many sparkling statements. The dedication leads one to 
expect something good, “To the hardened individual, the honest doubter, 
and the confused Christian alike this book is dedicated, with the earnest 
prayer that it will silence the first, assure the second, enlighten the 
third, and lead them all into a better knowledge of the truth that makes 
men free,” and the promise is fufilled. The book is divided into three 
sections, dealing respectively with doctrine, history, and prophecy. Each 
section has its appropriate subdivisions. There are many things in the 
work for which we are grateful. To begin with, there is no doubt at 
all about the author’s acceptance of the plenary inspiration and the 
full inerrancy of the Holy Scriptures. In a generation which for the 
greater part is either denying or doubting the divine character of the 
Bible, he stands like a solid rock for the position taught by our Lord 
Himself, “The Scripture cannot be broken.” Next, the author does not 
leave anybody in doubt as to his convictions concerning Jesus, the Son 
of God and the Savior of the world. Witness this sentence (p. 21), “The 
sinner who offers God his works as well as his faith for a ticket to 
heaven is trying to get part of the credit for something that belongs 
entirely to Christ.” Furthermore (p.41), “Though sin was warring in 
the members of Paul’s body, God no longer reckoned him as a sinful 
man because Christ had borne the guilt of Paul’s sins in His own body 
on the tree (1 Pet. 2:24).” Lutheran readers will likewise note with 
approval that the author means to remain sane in his Scripture inter- 
pretation and refuses to become identified with certain modern enthu- 
siasts whom he terms “rabid dispensationalists” (p.25) and “the healing 
sects of our day” (p.142). 

When we come to evaluate the manner in which the author performs 
his task, we are grateful to see that though he does not inform us as to 
any technique which he follows, he solves for us a number of apparent 
contradictions in the Bible. Among the sections which impressed us 
favorably is the one dealing with the so-called imprecatory psalms. 
We think his explanation holding that the words of terrible vengeance 
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contained in these psalms assert the condemnatory judgment of God 
and do not picture the personal attitude of the psalmist toward his 
enemies, is correct. He finds in the character of these psalms evidence 
of their divine inspiration (cf. p. 24ff.). Illuminating, too, is the section 
headed “Wife Desertion Censured and Yet Praised” (p.54f.). Speaking 
of the words of Paul 1 Cor. 7:12,14, he says, “Under these circumstances 
the Christian is free from all blame, for he had not ‘put away’ the un- 
believer, but the unbeliever has put him away.” A number of other 
excellent sections might be enumerated, for instance, those referring to 
the genealogies of Christ (p.99), John the Baptist as Elijah (p. 100), and 
“The Lord Omnipotent and Yet Helpless” (p. 103). When the writer’s 
attitude toward individual doctrines of the Holy Scriptures is examined, 
we find that in a number of instances we cannot endorse his position. 
His acceptance of the Calvinistic tenet “Once in faith, always in faith” 
which is evident in a number of paragraphs, belongs to this category. 
Other points of doctrine where we cannot follow him are, for instance, 
his view on the meaning of Baptism and on the millennium. Now and 
then when there is no divergence from sound doctrine, we nevertheless 
should have preferred a different explanation from the one offered. This, 
however, is something to be expected and does not detract from the value 
of the work. W. ARNDT 


The Message of the Church to the World of Today. By T. A. Kantonen, 
Ph.D. Augsburg Publishing House, Minneapolis, Minn. 165 pages, 
5144xX. Price, $1.50. 

Dr. Kantonen, professor of systematic theology at Hamma Divinity 
School of Wittenberg College (U.L.C.), has a good mastery of English, 
is versed in the current secular and theological thought, and knows 
how to present his convictions in clear and telling language. “ ‘The 
owl of Minerva,’ says Hegel, ‘flies when the darkness falls, explaining 
that when science rises up to take the place of religion, spiritual night 
has come” (p. 27). “Luther expresses it beautifully in a pointed Latin 
sentence, ‘Domini sumus et in nominativo et in genitivo, freely trans- 
lated: ‘We are the Lord’s, both with and without the apostrophe.’ 
Ours is the life triumphant because we belong to the Lord” (p. 71). 
In many places, however, this well-written book does not voice con- 
fessional Lutheranism. It employs the slogans sola Scriptura, sola 
gratia, sola fide (pp. 69, 102), but denies the inerrancy of Scripture 
(p. 103 ff.), subscribes to the statement of Emil Brunner: “This is one 
of the points in which Luther and Calvin differ: to Luther the living 
word of the Church (viva vox ecclesiae) is determinative; to Calvin 
the written word” (p.141), sides with the “later theologians like Kahnis 
and Luthardt, who define theology as ‘the churchly science of Chris- 
tianity’ and ‘the scientific self-consciousness of the Church’” (p. 140), 
gives a misleading definition of sola fide, justifying faith (p. 75), and 
even makes this astounding statement: “We must insist that the central 
doctrine of Christianity is personality-construction” (p. 112).— Other 
sections of the book, dealing with the general message and business of 
the Church, contain profitable material. Certain aberrations of the 
modern mind and grievous shortcomings of church people are severely 
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dealt with. A few examples: “The tribe of Cratylus is still with us, and 
even in the Gospel ministry there are men who take inordinate pride in 
‘how my mind has changed.’ . . . To have something positive to say 
to our bewildered generation we must heed the apostolic advice: ‘Hold 
fast to the form of sound words’” (p. 3). “It is a confused and dis- 
illusioned world but it is also a groping world. ‘I see on all sides,’ said 
Van Wyck Brooks, ‘a hunger for affirmations’” (p. 9f.). “There are 
Americans who have made democracy their religion. ... Not long ago 
I heard a Jewish rabbi declare that Protestant Christianity and 
democracy were one and the same thing” (pp. 90, 158). “Professor 
Walter M. Horton declares that the present civilization does not deserve 
to be saved. ... We conclude, then, that the problem of the Church’s 
relation to civilization is to be solved by focusing attention not upon 
the changes of civilization but upon the unchanging message and mission 
of the Church” (pp. 152, 164). “Just as an Englishman is said to carry 
England with him wherever he goes, so a Christian carries the Kingdom 
of God. He is a living epistle. Christ’s reputation is in his hands... . 
When the individual Christian is faithful to his calling, he is the salt 
of the earth, the living epistle of Christ, God’s Word in shoe leather” 
(pp. 31. 163).— The last phrase is not so good. TH. ENGELDER 


Christian Truth and Religious Delusions. By Casper B. Nervig. Augs- 
burg Publishing House, Minneapolis, Minn. 170 pages, 514x8. 

The author contends for the truth against the errors of the many 
churches and sects in a truly evangelical spirit. The book is written 
for Sunday-school teachers and published under the auspices of the 


Board of Parish Education of the Norwegian Lutheran Church of 
America. Loyalty to the Scriptures and to the Lutheran Confessions as 
a prerequisite in dealing with errors is the keynote of this book. The 
author protests against a Lutheranism which lives only in the afterglow 
of the faith of our fathers. A Lutheran Sunday-school teacher when 
dealing with errors must be able to say with unshakable assurance that 
the Lutheran doctrine is true (p.145). Three chapters are intended to 
develop and nourish Lutheran consciousness and to make Sunday-school 
teachers realize the danger of ignoring error. Chapter II, The Evangel- 
ical Lutheran Church, the Church of the Truth, and Chapter X, Can We 
Be Sure That the Lutheran Church Has the Truth? deserve careful study 
and discussion in teachers’ meetings. In listing the various churches, 
the author uses subtitles, which indicate his approach: Roman Catholic 
Church, much truth, much error (27 pages); the Reformed Churches, 
much truth, some error (18 pages); Pentecostalism (16 pages) and Ad- 
ventism (12 pages), some truth, much error; Russellism, a shell of truth, 
almost all error (12 pages); Mormonism, the terminology of truth, 
almost all error (12 pages); Christian Science, Spiritism, Two-By-Twos, 
No-Creed. The author not only presents the errors objectively and as 
completely as space permits, but also points out why the errors are con- 
trary to Scripture. Sunday-school teachers will profit greatly from 
a careful study of this book. It will quicken their Lutheran convictions 
and help them to answer their pupils’ questions on churches and sects 
accurately. No text on comparative symbolics answers all questions, 
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but we believe that this book is as comprehensive and as satisfactory as 
any intended for the laity. Naturally, the author was compelled to 
condense, and this is the reason why he treats the Reformed bodies very 
superficially and only in a general way points out those doctrines which 
are at variance with the Lutheran Confessions. We regret that no 
space was found to discuss in detail at least the false theological premises 
of the Reformed bodies, such as enthusiasm, rationalism, emotionalism, 
unionism, and to show the resultant implications; and that the discussion 
of Modernism is reduced to a short paragraph of seven lines. Modern 
Chiliasm or Dispensationalism, as taught by most Fundamentalists, 
should have been treated. A later edition should include an index. 
A few minor errors should be pointed out. The no-creed churches 
should not be listed with Christian Science, especially not if only the 
Evangelical Synod is mentioned as noncreedal, which, while unionistic, 
is not anticreedal. The Disciples, the largest (2,000,000 members) and 
most violently anticreedal body, are omitted (p.141). In the statement 
“The cardinal truths of the Christian religion are given by revelation 
of God,” the word “cardinal” must be deleted, for all doctrines are God’s 
revelation (p.9). Rome no longer maintains that only marriages per- 
formed by the Catholic Church are valid (p.50). The majority of Bap- 
tists were Calvinistic and rejected infant baptism not because they 
denied original sin, but because they believed that every individual 
must determine for himself whether he wants to be a Christian (p. 67). 
The Pentecostals are Arminians and do not teach “once in grace, always 
in grace” (p. 86). F. E. MAYER 


Our Priceless Heritage. A Study of Christian Doctrine, in Contrast with 
Romanism. By Henry M. Woods, D.D., LL.D. The Evangelical 
Press, Harrisburg, Penna. 1941. 213 pages, 6x84. 


In spite of the fact that this book is written in the form of questions 
and answers, it affords easy reading, chiefly because the author has 
grouped the pertinent material in a very fine way. In fifteen chapters 
he presents the contrast between Romanism and the Papacy, on the one 
hand, and Reformed theology, on the other. Throughout the discussion 
it is quite evident that the author speaks from the standpoint of the 
Reformed, specifically the Presbyterian, Church. He definitely asserts 
that he believes the Reformed or Protestant Church to be the true 
Church. (P. 63.) He emphasizes, again and again, the distinctive 
doctrines of the Reformed Church and thus overshoots his mark. He 
does not distinguish between the invisible Church and the visible 
corporations bearing the name of churches, and he denies that the 
attribute holy is applicable to the Church. (P. 3.) He does not recog- 
nize the Sacraments as means of grace (p. 2), although he states that 
the Gospel of Christ can save men (p. 4) and that the Spirit of Truth 
bears witness by and with the Word. (P. 6.) He is unionistic with 
regard to the denominational distinctions in the Protestant churches. 
(P. 9.) Naturally the chapter on the Sacraments is altogether un- 
satisfactory because to the author the earthly elements are mere symbols 
or signs, and not the bearers of the heavenly grace.. He does not dis- 
tinguish between the vis magica of the Roman Church and the true 
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efficacy of the means of grace. He regards the words of Christ in the 
institution of the Lord’s Supper as figurative only. And yet, if a person 
keeps these points in mind and makes the proper allowances in dis- 
counting them, he will find in this book a veritable mine of important 
historical information concerning the menace of Romanism, together with 
some powerful arguments against the claims of the Papacy. The dis- 
cussion of the foolishness of identifying Peter with “the Rock” is shown 
(p. 28f.); the Pope is properly and clearly pictured as the Antichrist 
(pp. 36,84); the worship of Mary is sharply censured (p. 40); inci- 
dentally, even evolution is attacked (p. 88). A pastor who does not 
himself possess many source books on the question of Romanism or 
does not have access to such material will find the quotations from 
sources, as here offered, very satisfactory and comprehensive. This fact 
alone will undoubtedly be worth the price of the book. 
P. E. KRETZMANN 

Judith. Martyred Missionary of Russia. By N. I. Saloff-Astakhoff. 

Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 204 pages, 

544X734. Price, $1.00. 


The Bible Defeats Atheism. By James E.Bennet. Same publishers. 
47 pages, 542x734. Price, 25 cents. 

Judith is the narrative of the life of a girl, the daughter of a 
prominent Jewish couple in Russia, who through the preaching of an 
evangelical group in her community is converted, is cast out by her 
family, repudiated by her fiancé, but is supremely happy in devoting 
her life to the witness of Jesus among the simple, ignorant Russian 
folk, until at last she is violently put to death by Bolshevist soldiers. 
There are in the story several historical inaccuracies, manifestations 
of sectarian enthusiasm, and unionistic trends. But the tale is so well 
told, the character of Judith is so pure and noble, her work so devout 
and unselfish, and in addition, the story is so well written that it 
merits a place in libraries. While Judith is a juvenile, it is a stirring 
tale of Christian heroism which also elders will enjoy. 

Pastors who spend 25 cents to secure the interesting and amusing 
story (The Bible Defeats Atheism) of the famous “Harry Rimmer trial” 
as told by the valiant, Bible-loving attorney for the defendant, the 
Hon. James E. Bennet, one of New York’s outstanding Christian lay- 
men, will be rewarded with an hour of profitable and exhilarating 
reading. Shrewd, worldly-wise Bennet avoided the pitfalls into which 
several years ago wily Clarence Darrow inveigled sincere, but somewhat 
unwary William Jennings Bryan at the infamous Tennessee “mon- 
key trial” and had the entire case (“Does the Bible contain scientific 
errors?”) tried on such evidence as is commonly accepted by courts 
of justice. On every page the brochure shows the stupidity of arrogant 
atheists, who despite their egregious ignorance heap mockery on the 
Word of God. There are several points in the account on which the 
reviewer could not agree with the defense. Following Rimmer, Mr. Ben- 
net assumes a catastrophe which is supposed to have happened between 
what is narrated in vv.1 and 2 of the first chapter of Genesis, and by 
which the earth became “without form and void.” Such a catastrophe 





Book Review — Literatur 559 


is pure fiction and has no support whatever in Scripture. So also the 
distinction which Rimmer makes between “create” and “make” does 
not stand the test of lexicographical investigation. Had the atheistic 
plaintiff been less ignorant, he might have escaped some of the fatal. 
dilemmas of Rimmer’s well-read attorney. As it was, the laugh was 
entirely on the atheist, who sued Rimmer for $1,000 on the plea that 
he had proved the Bible to be fraught with scientific mistakes. Much 
praise for Rimmer’s victory goes to the fair-minded Jewish young 
judge who tried this strange case. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


The Home Beautiful. By J. R. Miller. Published by Zondervan Pub- 
lishing House, Grand Rapids, Michigan. 253 pages, 54% x7%4. 
Price, $1.50. 

This is not a new publication, but a reprint of a posthumous book 
written thirty years ago. It is worth while to be placed on the market 
in a new edition, and we hope that many married people, or those about 
to enter matrimony, will read and profit by it. While unfortunately 
the author stresses Christ the Pattern more than Christ the Savior, 
while he comes dangerously near to perfectionism in his chapter 
“Living Victoriously,” while Matt.19:9 does not say that adultery 
“leaves the guilty one as dead, the other free,” but simply gives to 
the innocent party the right of divorce, yet we enjoyed reading the 
book. It dogs not stress sex and sexual problems as so many modern 
publications on marriage do, but gives wholesome advice to all who 
wish to lead a truly Christian and happy marriage and family life. After 
an introduction on wedded life, the author speaks of the husband’s, 
the wife’s, the parents’, the children’s part in a happy home life; then 
takes up brothers and sisters, and a number of Christian virtues to 
be practiced in the home in order to insure true happiness. We will 
append two brief quotations so that our readers may judge the style 
of the book. In chapter II, “The Husband’s Part,” we read: “Every 
husband should understand that when a woman, the woman of his 
own free and deliberate choice, places her hand in his and thus be- 
comes his wife, she has taken her life, with all its hopes and fears, 
all its possibilities of joy or sorrow, all its capacity for development, 
all its tender and sacred interests, and placed it in his hand and that 
he is under the most solemn obligations to do all in his power to make 
that life happy, beautiful, noble, and blessed. To do this, he must be 
ready to make any personal sacrifice. Nothing less than this can be 
implied in loving as Christ loved his Church when he gave himself 
for it.” (P.21.) While in chapter IV, “The Parents’ Part,” the author 
says, “It is a great thing to take these young and tender lives, rich 
with so many possibilities of beauty, of joy, of power, all of which may 
be wrecked, and to become responsible for their shaping and training 
and for the upbuilding of their character. This is what must be 
thought of in the making of a home. It must be a home in which 
children will grow up for true and noble life, for God and for heaven. 
Upon the parents the chief responsibility rests.” (P. 61.) 

TH. LAETSCH 
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Minding Your Church’s Business. By Leonard M. Spangenberg, 
Beacon Hill Press, Kansas City, Mo. 142 pages, 734X5%%. Price, 
$1.00. 

In order to acquaint our readers with the contents of this book, we 
can do no better than to quote what Roger W. Babson says in his brief 
foreword: “Many men who have won notable success in managing their 
factories and stores, have not done so well when attempting to lend 
a hand in the business affairs of the church. They seem to overlook 
the needful application of sound business principles to church business, 
The author of this book, in a very readable manner, has undertaken to 
aid in converting practical business men into helpful church workers, 
Broader than that, however, this book endeavors to impart to pastors 
a working knowledge of applied economics, enabling churchmen and 
executives to meet more effectively on the common ground of valid 
business procedures. 

“The church definitely is on the way back; or if not, then civiliza- 
tion undeniably is on the way out! This restoration and expansion of the 
church requires that its business matters shall be administered with 
business integrity.” 

In the book occur such sentences as these: “The quickest way to 
get people interested is to put them to work.” “Only on rare occasions 
should board meetings last over an hour and one half.” “A church 
building is a success when men admire it and like to enter it for wor- 
ship, a failure when men enter to gaze at its finery and leave without 
a desire to worship.” “The Lord’s temple, whether it be small or 
pretentious, in a rich section or on railroad avenue, should be kept in 


A-1 repair.” “The financially successful church is always a joyous one.” 

Dr. Spangenberg, as can be expected, has some views which are 

peculiar to the viewpoint of the Reformed churches; such viewpoints 

we can not approve. We, nevertheless, recommend the book to our 

pastors, for it says many things which they ought to know and do. 
J. H. C. Frirz 
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